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Current Topics. 


| The Long Vacation. 

| From THE notice which we published last week it appears 
| that Mr. Justice AstsuRY will be the Vacation Judge for the 
| tirst part of the vacation, this d'stinction falling to him by virtue 
of his recent accession to the Bench. He has doubtless learned, 
| from his short experience, to appreciate Sir CHARLES SWINFEN 
Eapy’s remark before the King’s Bench Commission: “I think 
the maximum amount of work that can be obtained out of any 
| human judicial personage is obtained out of the Chancery 
| judges”; and Sir CHARLES, in common with other ‘judicial 
| personages,” was naturally opposed to the shortening of the 
| Long Vacation. No one grudges the Bench its well-earned 
holiday, but the practically tol cessation of work for ten 
weeks is an arrangement not likely to last for ever. Possibly 
the Vacation Judges this year will not be so ready to dis- 
courage business as has been the case in recent years. 


= Expenses of the Supreme Court. 

| Ir APPEARS froma return just issued of the receipts and expendi- 
| ture of the High Court of Justice and Court of Appeal, that 
| the total amount received for the year ended the 3ist of March 
last for fee stamps in the Supreme Court was £357,800 3s. ld. ; 
| miscellaneous receipts, including £23,1 10 in lunacy and 
| £16,845 19s. 2d. in the district registries, were £55,415 9s. 10d. ; 
land there is also brought into credit £70,583 103. 9d., the 
| notional income of cancelled stock. This makes a total of 
| £483,799 3s. 8d. The debit total is £692,675 17s. ld., the 
|chief items in which are £208,882 9s. 5d. for salaries and 
| pensions of judges, and £240,300 17s. 8d. for officers. Thus the 
| balance is on the wrong side, but there is no reason why the 
courts should be maintained at the sole expense of litigants, and 
the substantial contributions which litigants make should prevent 
grumbling at the increase of the number of the judges to 


; any g 
| an extent sufficient to enable the business to be properly 


| disposed of. 


The Work of the Land Registry. 

A RETURN just issued of the work done at the Land 
Registry, shows that in the years 1910, 1911, and 1912 the 
freehold titles registered as absolute were 126, 140, and 520, 

4! 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Aug. 2, 1913. 








and as possessory 2,115, 2,271 and 2,102; the leasehold titles 
registered as “ good leasehold” were 1,885, 1,781, and 1,986, 
and as possessory 2,688, 2,594, and 2,326. No titles were 
registered as qualified. In 1911 there were five, and in 1912 
two absolute leasehold titles. The total number of separate 
estates on the register under the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 to 
1897, on 3lst December, 1912, was (i) by first registration, 
147,284 ; (ii) by subdivision, 13,723; and (iii) by transfer 
from the 1862 register, 2,019; altogether 163,026. The regis- 
trations in 1912, under the Land Charges, &c., Act, 1888, and 
Land Charges Act, 1900, were 1,394, the official searches 6,895, 
and other searches 30,626. Under the Middlesex Registry the 
registrations were 25,825, and the searches 12,247. The fees 
received at the Registry were £56,698, and the expenses 
£51,556. The latter sum includes an annuity for £9,348, 
which will defray the cost of the new Land Registry Office in 
40 years. The registrar points out that “a good deal of the 
cost now being incurred is in the nature of capital expenditure, 
though defrayed out of income. In this class must be reckoned 
most of the work done on the original registration of each 
roperty, also a large part of the building annuity.” This may 
true, but it does not touch the fact that the fees are paid for 
— which many of the persons affected would gladly dispense 
with, 


The Revenue Bill and Negative Values. 


WE STATED last week the general effect of the provisions of 
the Revenue Bill in altering the system of valuation and collec- 
tion of duty under Part I. of the Finance Act, 1910, and 
we noticed that clause 6 further defines the mode in which 
the reduction ot 10 per cent. on increment value is to be 
made under section 3 (5) of that Act. It is not apparent at 
first sight, and it certainly escaped our attention, that the clause 
is intended to deal with a practical difficulty arising out of the 
recognition of negative quantities as representing site values. 
In the recent case of Inland Revenue Commissioners v. Herbert 
(ante, p. 516), the House of Lords decided that the assessable 
site value may be a minus quantity, and this results from the 
fact that the burdens upon land, such as rent-charges, may be 
so great as to exceed the unincumbered site value. Since 
they have to be deducted in arriving at assessable site 
value, this latter value then works out at a negative figure. 
A subsequent rise in value diminishes this figure, or 
turns it into a positive figure, and there results an increment 


which is, of course, a positive figure, and which, acord- 
ing to the above decision, must bear increment value 
duty. This result clause 6 of the Revenue Bill does not touch, 


but in Herbert's Case attention was called to the effect of section 
3 (5) of the Finance Act, 1910, under which the increment value 
is to be reduced, for the purpose of duty, by ten per cent. of the 
original site value. If the original site value is negative, ten per 
cent. of it is also negative, and the deduction of this means that 
the increment value is increased instead of diminished. Thus if 
the site value has risen from — £1,000 to— £700, the increment is 
£300, and deducting one-tenth of ~ £1,000, i.e.,-— £100, the duty 
is levied on £400. In the Court of Session this absurdity was 
treated as a reason for refusing recognition to negative values 
altogether. The House of Lords did not adopt the same view, but 
no certain indication was given as to how the difficulty was to 
be met. This is done by clause 6 of the Revenue Bill, the latter 
part of which provides that, where the site value is less than £100 
—which, of course, includes negative site values—the reduction 
is to be ten per cent. of the increment value, and not of the 
assessable site value. In the above case the increment of £300 
would be reduced to £270. This gets over the arithmetical 
difficulty, but since the new mode of calculation can never lead 
to entire remission of duty, it does not give the relief originally 
contemplated by the statute. 


The Enforcement of Restrictions on Employees. 
WE EXPRESSED the opinion recently (ante, p. 316), in com- 
menting on the judgment of ScruTTon, J., in Continental Tyre 
and Rubber Co. v. Heath (29 T. L. R. 308)—where a traveller in 
the employment of the plaintiffs was held bound by a covenant 


in restraint of his obtaining employment—that such covenants 
had been too readily admitted in practice, and that the argu- 
ment for enforcing them is unsound, since there is no real 
freedom of contract when the agreement is made, This view, 
we are glad to see, is supported by the judgments given in the 
House of Lords in Mason v. Provident Clothing Co. (Times, 28th ult.), 
reversing the Court of Appeal ante, p. 58). The appellant was 
a collector and canvasser in the respondents’ service under an 
agreement, terminable at short notice, which bound him 
not to enter into a competing service “within 25 miles of 
London.” In any such case the covenantee has to shew that the 
covenant, which is prima facie void as being in restraint of trade, 
is reasonably necessary for his protection, and the House of 
Lords held that this proof was not given, and that the 25 miles 
radius could not be severed into a reasonable radius as to which 
the covenant would be good, and a further radius as to which it 
would be bad. But Lord MouLTon commented strongly on the 
oppressive nature of these covenants, the real foree of which 
depended on the “ terror and expense of litigation, in which the 
servant was usually at a great disadvantage in view of the 
longer purse of his master.” In the present case the matter had 
worked its way from the county :ourt judge, who was against 
the employee, to the Divisional Court, who were in his favour ; 
thence to the Court of Appeal, who were against him ; and, lastly, 
to the House of Lords, who gave him the final victory. 


Costs Following the Event. 

Out oF the turf libel case, Wootton v. Sievier, there has arisen 
incidentally a situation which we believe to be quite unprecedented. 
After a trial of about a fortnight this cause celdbre, as our readers 
know, ended in a verdict for the plaintiff of one farthing. Such 
a verdict at once opened upa question as to costs, and forced 
the judge to decide a most delicate and difficult problem. In the 
subsequent proceedings which we are about to comment on, 
Mr. Justice DARLING stated that his fellow judges have on 
several occasions discussed this problem among themselves, 
and hold very different opinions. In the High Court, as a general 
rule, costs are in the discretion of the trial judge (Rules of the 
Supreme Court, Ord. LXV. r. 1); but to this there are several 
exceptions. The only one relevant to our present purpose is 
that laid down by the rule just quoted, to the effect that the 
costs of any action tried with a jury follow the “event,” unless 
the trial judge or the court “for good cause ” otherwise orders ; 
the “event ” bas been decided to mean the final judgment which 
determines the litigation : Forster v. Farquhar (1893, 1 Q. B. D. 564). 
Now a great many different things have been held to be “ good 
cause ” such as will justify the court in depriving a plaintiff or defen- 
dant of bis costs, or even in ordering the successful plaintiff to pay 
the defendant’s costs; a msn ceil, however, can never 
be ordered to pay all the plaintiff's costs : Dicks v. Yates (1881, 18 
Ch. D. 76, 85). Summarized briefly, the kinds of “good cause” 
recognized ate either (1) failure on the more important issues 
while successful on an unimportant one : Roberts v. Jones (1891, 2 
Q. B. D. 194) ; (2) oppressive or vexatious or uoreasonalle con- 
duct by either plaintiff or defendant prior to action brought or 
during the proceedings : Bostock v. Ramsay Urban District Council 
(1900, 2 Q. B. 616); or (3) the recovery of “ contemptuous” 
damages, Dipping v. Jepson (1906, 22 T. L. R. 743). The 
last ground, namely, the recovery of a farthing or “ contempt 
uous damages,” is the one geverally acted on in practice by 
judges as a sufficient reason for refusing to a successful plaintiff 
the costs which, in the ordinary course, would go to him. 


The Jury’s Opinion as to Costs. 


Ir WILL be seen, then, that Mr. Justice DARLING had power 
to refuse the successful plaintiff his costs, if, in his discretion, he 
thought fit to do so ; the plaintiff's recovery of “one farthing” 
was “good cause” within the meaning of the rule sufficient 
to give the judge a right to exercise his discretion. He was asked 
either to refuse costs or to leave the matter over for argument, 
but declined in terms which subsequently became important. 
His lordship had said: “No. Ido not think so. I think I can 
see exactly why the jury did not give heavy damages, and 
I think anybody who reads the case will understand it. 
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shall not interfere with the ordinary course of law.” The result, 
of course, was that the defendant would have to pay to the 
plaintiff thousands of pounds in cost ; and this was pointed out 
in the Press. Thereupon, a juryman wrote to the defendant’s 
solicitors a letter, the terms of which were not made public, but 
which it appears, from a remark of Mr. F. E. SmitH in court, 
contained a statement to the effect that “all the jury without 
exception” did not consider the result to be the result 
intended by them. The defence then made an _ applica. 
tion to the judge to ascertain the views of all the jurymen, 
and his lordship did so; he caused or permitted letters 
to be sent to all the jurymen for the purpose of ascertaining their 
views. All but one of the jurors sent in replies which had not 
been opened but remained sealed. An application was then made 
to the judge to reopen the question of costs, on the ground that 
he had now “ good cause,” namely, the opinion of the jury for 
depriving the plaintiff of his costs. Such an application, by the 
way, is perfectly regular ; the House of Lords has decided that,even 
after refusing to exercise his discretion at the trial, the judge is 
entitled to hear both sides, and make an order exercising it ; he 
is not functus officio: Huxley v. West London Railway (1889, 14 
A. C. 26). But the ascertainment of the jury’s opinion with a 
view to that end is surely quite novel ; it is for the judge, not 
the jury, to exercise the discretion of the court ; although he is 
entitled to consider the opinion of the jury as to the meaning of 
their verdics and the merits of the case: Williams v. Ward (1886, 
55 L. J. Q. B. 566). Mr. Justice DARLING, however, did not 
proceed to open the jurymen’s replies, and reaffirmed his former 
refusal to deprive Wootton of his costs ; he explained that he 
had collected the opinion of the jury merely to assist the Court of 
Appeal. This, however, seems very strange ; since, although there 
is an appeai as to whether or not “ good cause ” exists, yet when 
it exists (as it admittedly does here), there is no appeal against 
the judge’s exercise of his discretion (Huzley’s case, supra). The 
course adopted by Mr. Justice DARLING seems inconvenient as 
well as novel, and we hope it will not become a precedent. 


The Legal Status of a Horse. 


_THE HORSE does not hold so assured a position in the legal 
hierarchy as does the dog. “The law,” said Lord Hott in 
Mason v. Keeling (1699, 12 Mod. 332, at p. 335), * takes notice 
that a dog is not of a fierce nature, but rather the contrary,” 
hence mee of scienter is necessary in order to render its owner 
liable for the wrongs that it may do, except so far as statute has 
otherwise enacted (¢.g., injuries to cattle are actionable without 
proof of scienter under the Dogs Act, 1906). In other words, it 
is not nuisance to keep a dangerous dog which does damage, 
but it is nuisance knowingly to keep such a dog ; the old declara- 
tion in its Latin form ran: Quod defendens quemdam canem ad 
mordendum oves consuetum scienter retinuit (1 Rolles’ Abridg- 
ment, 4). But no such simple rule applies to the horse ; the 
necessity of scienter or not depends upon whether the circum- 
stances in which he is left at large are such that it is natural or 
not for him to do damage ; in the former case, his master is liable 
without proof of scienter, but in the latter case only upon proof of 
it: Cox v Burbidge (1863, 13 C. B., N.S. 430). Thus it has been 
decided that it is natural for strange horses to kick one another 
if left at large in a field (Lee v. Riley, 1865, 18 C. B., N.S. 722) ; 
it is likewise natural fora stallion to bite and kick a mare (Ellis 
v. Loftus Iron Co., 1874, L.R. 10 C. P. 10) ; but it is not natural 
for a horse straying on a highway to kick a human being (Coz v. 
Burbidge, supra).’ This last case has just been followed by the 
Court of Appeal in Bradley v. Wallaces (Limited) (1913, W. N. 
239). Here a person doing business at a yard where men were 
employed, brought in his horse and left it unattended while he 
entered the office; one of the men employed was kicked by it as he 
“eran and died of his {injuries. The county court judge, 

fore whom the case came in the first instance on athird party 
order under section 6 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, 
held that the bringing of the horse was a trespass, and that there- 
fore the owner was liable for the trespass of his animal without 
proof of scienter: May v. Burdett (1846, Q. B. 101). The Court of 
Appeal, however, heid that the absolute liability of a man for 
the trespasses of his cattle only applies to animals whose known 





character it is to commit the kind of damage which actually has 
resulted from the trespass; in all other cases scienter must be 
established. Since Cox v. Burbidge (supra), decided that the 
kicking of human beings on highways by an unattended horse is 
not part of its known character, and since the known character 
of a horse is the same whether it is lawfully on a highway or 
tresspassing, the owner could not be held liable in the present 
circumstances. 








The Real Property and Conveyancing 
Bills. 
I 


WE have already (ante, p. 682) given a general sketch of the two 
Bills introduced by the Lord Chancellor for the amendment of 
the law of real property and of land transfer. Those of our 
readers who have had the opportunity of studying the Bills will 
probably agree with our comment that, in the attempt ‘o simplify 
the law, it is possible that they may add to its complications ; 
and there is no doubt that they require to be carefully considered 
before they can be accepted as a solution of existing difficulties. 
But, of course, they are not to be condemned because at first sight 
they appear difficult. They are the work of a committee which in- 
cluded Sir Puitip GREGORY,Sir CHARLES ForTESCUE-BRICKDALE, 
Mr. Hits and Mr. B. L. CuErry, and from the speech made by 
the Lord Chancellor on their introduction it is clear that he him- 
self has given a great deal of time and attention to the matter. 
Hence the Sills start with a strong presumption that every effort 
has been made to produce a sound working scheme, and it is 
possible that the difficulties which appear at first sight will 
vanish on more attentive study. 

It is, perhaps, unfortunate that the two Bills have been intro- 
duced together, and also that they comprise so many different 
subjects. Toa large extent they represent arrears of legislation, 
and are not specially connected with land transfer and the 
registration of title. Thus Part I. of the Real Property Bill, 
consisting of twenty-five clauses, is practically identical with the 
Settled Land Bill, which was prepared on the instruction of the 
Council of the Law Society, and has been several years before 
Parliament. It was originally one of several Bills. Two of 
these have become the Married Women’s Property Act, 1907, 
and the Conveyancing Act, 1911. The Settled Land Bill had 
not the same success, and hence it forms part of the Lord Chan- 
cellor’s scheme, and adds materially to the length of the Real 
Property Bill. It is, however, a matter to be considered rather 
in connection with the Settled Land Acts than with the present 
scheme. Then, again, Parts II. and III. of the Real Pro- 
perty Bill, which provide for the abolition of copyhold and 
other special tenures, are not particularly connected with the 
question of land transfer. No doubt the proposed abolition 
will simplify the transfer of land, but this would 
be equally the case whether the question of land transfer 
was being dealt with or no. And Part V., which repeals 
and re-enacts, with amendments, Part I. of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, is in the same position. The amendments may be 
useful, but, speaking generally, they are not specially relevant 
to the question of land transfer. This leaves, as the chief matters 
for present consideration, Part [V. which contains amendments 
relating to the general law, and Part VI. which contains amend- 
ments of the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 

It might have been better policy if this division of the subject 
matter of the Real nig | Bill had been remembered, and if 
there had been separate Bills dealing with settled land, copyhold 
tenure and the real representative. At any rate, the convenient 
course here will be to leave these parts of the Bills out of con- 
sideration for the present, and concentrate our attention on what 
is really relevant to the question of land transfer, whether off 
or on the register. There will then remain in the Real prow | 
Bill, the 14 clauses in Part IV. dealing with the general amend- 
ments of the law, and the 20 clauses in Part VI. dealing with the 
Land Transfer Acts ; altogether 34 clauses instead of 82. This is 
a material lightening of the matter. It may be pointed out that 
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even if the Bills were passed in their present form it is not 
intended that they should permanently cumber the statute book. 
“Tt is, of course, recognized,” says the explanatory memorandum 
which. ‘as been issued (Parl. Paper 119, p. 31), “that the alter- 
ations to be made in the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, 
and the general law by the Real Property Bill and [the Convey- 
ancing Bill] must necessarily lead to the early introduction of a 
Bill or Bills for consolidating the whole of the enactments relating 
to the registration of the title to land, and for consolidating the 
Settled Land Acts,” and also, we may add, the Conveyancing Acts. 

It is not possible in the same way to lighten the burden of the 
Conveyancing Bill, and it is on the practicability and convenience 
of the proposals contained in this Bill that the success of the 
scheme will depend. But before commencing the consideration 
of the Bill it will be convenient to state the situation with which 
it has to deal. Briefly put, the situation is as follows. In the 
early part of the last century the practice of conveyancing was 
enormously simplified, chiefly by the Fines and Recoveries Act, 
1833, and the Real Property Act, 1845. But this was not 
sufficient, and there arose, with persons more versed in the theory 
than the practice of the law, a demand for the substitution of 
conveyancing by entry in a public register for private conveyanc- 
ing by deed, a demand which resulted in Lord Westbury’s Act— 
the Transfer of Land Act, 1862—and when this was not successful, 
there followed the Land Transfer Act, 1875. The chief distinction 
between the Acts was that, under the Act of 1875, land could be 
registered with a possessory title, and that the extreme strictness 
of the earlier Act, in investigating titles before their registration 
as indefeasible or absolute, was relaxed. But the later Aet, which 
like the Act of 1862 was voluntary, still failed to attract land- 
owners and their advisers, and the further simplification of 
conveyancing by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, and the changes as to professional remuneration 
contained in the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, rendered it 
even more unlikely that official conveyancing would make any 
progress. 

The voluntary system of registration of title having thus 
proved a failure, its supporters were driven to advocate compul- 
sion, and Bills were introduced almost yearly from1887 onwards, 
with the object of compelling landowners to resort to a system 
to which they or—to avoid any controversial matter—their 
advisers were averse. Asa rival to this proposed extension of 
registration the Council of the Law Society instructed the late 
Mr. WOLSTENHOLME to prepare a Bill incorporating his own 
plan for the simplification of land transfer by assimilating con- 
veyances of land to transfers of stock. This he did with the 
assistance of Mr. B. L. CHerry, and the result was the Convey- 
ancing Bill which was introduced in ‘the House of Lords by the 
late Lord Davey in 1897. That year witnessed, however, the 
compromise between the advocates and opponents of registration 
of title, under which the Land Transfer Act, 1£97, was passed, 
upon the understanding that compulsion should be tried experi- 
mentally in the county of London, and that no extension should 
take place for three years. This meant that the Conveyancing 
Bill was not proceeded with, and Mr. WOLSTENHOLME’s scheme 
remained in obeyance. 

The establishment of compulsory registration in London did 
not meet with favour from those, outside the registry, who 
had practical experience of its working, ‘and the compromise of 
1897 was observed to this extent, that no public effort was made 
to secure the widening of the compulsory area. On the other 
hand, the Land Registry office has, by the necessities of the case, 
become a substantial instead of a mere phantom institution, and 
there was no disposition on the part of those in authority to observe 
the spirit of the compromise and to abolish the register. Moreover, 
for several years there was a- refusal to inquire into the matter 


again. This attitude, however, could not be permanently main- [ 


tained, and at length the Royal Commission of 1908 was appoin- 
ted and its final report was issued in 1911. The Commission 
was directed to consider and report upon the working of the 
Land Transfer Acts, and whether any amendments were desir- 
able. It is not necessary to pursue the result of their inquiry 
in any detail at present. It was not within its scope to consider 
the abolition of the registry, but the report indicated the neces- 
sity of very extensive amendments, and deprecated any extension 


of registration until these amendments had been made, and had 
been found to work satisfactorily in the existing compulsory area, 

This was a striking condemnation of the system of regis. 
tration established by the Land Transfer Ac’s, 1875 and 1897, 
and naturally opened the way for the revival of Mr. Wo stern. 
HOLME’S scheme for simplifying private conveyancing, and this 
is the scheme which is incorporated in the present Conveyancing 
Bill. Considerable alterations in the scheme have been intro- 
duced, and the present Bill greatly exceeds the original Bill in 
length. To sowe extent this is due to‘rearrangement and redraft- 
ing, and in this respect many improvements, indicating the 
ability and care of the draughtsmen, have been effected. But 
the details of the scheme, and whether the Bill is now drafted in a 
sufficiently simple and practical form, we must leave to future 
articles. 

[To be continued. | 








Recent Cases on Workmen's 


Compensation. 
I. 


THE decision in Casey v. Humphries, to which we referred 
last week, and which is now reported in another column, 
is too important to be ignored; but, as we have said (ante, 
p. 698), the ratio decidendi is not very clearly stated. A 
girl of fourteen, employed in dangerous work in a factory, 
ought, in obedience to the factory rules, to have worn 
protective gauntlets on her arms. Both employer and fore- 
woman had frequently told the girl to put on the gauntlets 
when they saw her working without them, and the employer had 
done all he could to secure obedience to the rules. The fore- 
woman, however, while verbally ordering the girls to wear 
gauntlets, had apparently never taken any disciplinary measures 
to punish disobedience to the rules, avd they were habitually dis- 
regarded by many girls without penalty. The girl, while working 
without the gauntlet, met with an accident which did not cause 
death or “serious and permanent disablement,” and to which, 
therefore, the defence of “serious and wilful misconduct” would 
be applicable under section 1 (2) (c). The arbitrator held, however, 
that the misconduct was not “serious and wilful” so as to dis- 
entitle her to compensation, and the Court of Appeal upheld his 
decision. But the grounds for their doing so are, perhaps, not very 
clear in the judgments delivered. One passage in the judgment 
of the Master of the Rolls suggests that generally there must be 
danger to other persons as well as to the worker himself before 
misconduct becomes “serious.” Another passage suggests that in 
the case of an adult the misconduct here might have been serious, 
but not in the case of a girl fourteen years of age. The county court 
judge himself seems to have considered that the forewoman’s 
failure to maintain discipline excused the disobedience, but from 
this view the Court of Appeal, in various passages of the judgments, 
apparently dissented. Indeed, it may be said generally that 
the decisions upon this question of misconduct have been much 
less happy or logical than those on other provisions of the 
statute. Perhaps the most that can be said is that the following 
factors conduce towards the “seriousness” of the misconduct : 
(1) the “deliberateness ” with which an express order is disobeyed 
(per Lord LOREBURN in George v. Glasgow Coal Co. (Limited), 
(1909, A. C. 123); (2) the egotistical nature of the purpose for 
which orders are disobeyed (Callaghan v. Marwell, 1900, 2 
Fraser, 420) ; (3) the danger to others (Dailly v. John Watson 
(Limited) (1900, 2 Fraser, 1044), and (4) drunkenness, which 
unfits the employee for his task (McGroarty v. Bran & Co., 1906, 
43 Scots Law Reporter, 598). : 

A puzzling little point came up in Edwards’ Case (ante, p. 701). A 
workman, whose employment involved going from farm to farm, 
ceased work at a farm six miles from his home ; he was supplied 
by his employer witha bicycle to take, him to and from his 
work and his home. While returning on the machine he met 
with a fatal accident. Did the accident arise “in the course of 
hisemployment”? It is well settled that the Act does not extend, 
in the absence of special circumstances, to a servant’s jdurneys to 








and from his work. But an extension of his employment to 
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cover such journeys may be inferred from peculiar terms or 
incidents of the contract. This was done in the case of a 
collier in Cremins v. (Guest, Keen & Nettlefolds (Limited) (1908, 
1 K. B. 469), and in the case of a workman who had to cross 
a river in a boat to reach his sphere of duty in Mole v. Walworth 
(1913, 6 B. W. C. C. 128). But the presumption is the other 
way, and in the present case the mere fact that the employer 
supplied a bicycle was held not to be enough to displace 
the ordinary rule; the accident, therefore, arose outside the 
course of the man’s employment. 

Little need be said about Calico Printers’ Association (Limited) v. 
Booth (ante, p.662). Where incapacity is permanent, an employer 
is allowed by the Act to apply to the arbitrator for an award 
commuting the weekly payment in favour of a capital sum fixed 
by reference to the price payable for a Post Office annuity equal 
to three-fourths of such weekly payment (echedule I., clause 17). 
“The liability may, on application of, or on behalf of the 
employer, be redeemed, c.,” runs the wording of the clause. 
Here “‘ may” means “ must,” so the Court of Appeal bave now 
decided, and the employer must pay the lump sum so awarded ; 
he cannot elect to go on paying the annuity. Under the older 
Act of 1897, in Castle Shipping Co. (Limited) v. Atkinson (1905, 
1 (K. B. 336), a similar point was by necessary implication 
decided, since in that case it was held that an employer cannot 
apply for redemption, naming in his application a maximum sum ; 
such condition is repugnant to the nature of an application 
inviting the court to make an award based on first principles 
of law; and if the employer does name a mazimum it can be 
disregarded by the arbitrator. 

Our last cases deal with a curious point, twice recently raised 
in different connections, concerning the period for which com- 
pensation enures. When a workman has received the award of 
a weekly payment for some form of incapacity that is in its 
nature permanent, does that payment cortinue until terminated 
by his death, oris it terminated when some event occurs, inde- 
pendent of the accident, which would have rendered the work- 
man incapable of earning his livelihood, even if no accident had 
ever occurred? In Harwood v. Wyken Colliery Co. (ante, p. 300 ; 
1913, 2 K. B. 158), a workman enjoying compensation was 
found to be suffering from heart-disease of long standing, and in 
no way the result of the accident ; this in itself would, in due 
course, have disabled him from earning anything. Upon an 
application to review the award, the employers contended that he 
was not now incapacitated from the “accident,” but from the 
“disease,” and therefore the condition precedent to their statute1y 
liability no longer existed. In McAnally v. Furness, Withy & 
Co. (Times, July 17th), a workman receiving permanent compen- 
sation committed an offence for which he was sentenced to 18 
months’ imprisonment; here, again, the employers contended 
that, during the term of his imprisonment, he was not incapaci- 
tated by the accident but, independently of it, by the imprison- 
ment. Both cases seem at first sight to raise a plausible 
contention from the employer’s point of view ; but there is an 
obvious answer. If incapacitation from subsequent imprison- 
ment, disease, lunacy and similar causes is to terminate the 
employer's liability, then incapacitation by old age ought in 
logic to do so also. But clearly the statute never contemplated 
the latter. The true answer is that the compensation awarded 
under the Act is intended not only to indemnify the workman 
for the actual loss of future earnings, but also for his inability to 
make provision, out of those hypothetical future earnings thus 
lost, for such contingencies as old age, ill-health, lunacy, or other 
misfortunes. The Court of Appeal took this view, and refused 
to declare the compensation at an end in either case. 








Dr. T. M. C. Asser, the distinguished Dutch jurist, has died at The 
Hague, at the age of 75. He was born at Amsterdam, and became a 
Professor of Law at the university there. For the past thirty-five years 
he has been one of the chief European authorities on questions of 
international law. He was one of the Dutch representatives at the 
Peace Conferences both of 1899 and 1907, has frequently served as a 
judge in international arbitration cases, and wrote many books on 
international law. Dr. Asser was, to a large extent, concerned in every 
Dutch Treaty concluded in his time, and was almost more than any- 
body else responsible for the part which his country has played in the 
peace movement. He was awarded the Nobel Prize in 1911. 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Local Government.—Local Government Case Law, 1912. 
By Ranpotpn A. Guen, M.A., LL.B. Cantab., Barrister-at-Law. 
Vol. III. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons (Limited). 10s, net. 


Public Health.—London Public Health Administration. A 
Summary shewing the Principal Authorities, with their Origin, Ser- 
vices and Powers. By W. McC. Wanktyn, B.A. Cantab. Longman, 
Green & Co. 2s. 6d. net. 

Carriage by Sea.—An Analysis of Carver's Carriage of Goods 
by Sea. By J. K. Roy, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
Gs. 

Trade Unions.—Trade Union Law. By Herman CoHEn, 
Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 7s. 6d. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


BARRY v. MINTURN. 10th June; 24th July. 

Lonpon Buitp1nc Act—Party Watt DispuTte—Previous History or 
THE WALL—UNNEcESSARY INCONVENIENCE—Point Nor Raisep IN 
County Court. 

Where a building owner has served upon an adjoining owner in 
reference to a party wall which is defective, a party-wall notice, under 
Part VIII. of the London Building Act, 1894, and differences have 
arisen between the parties with reference to the proposed work, the 
surveyors appointed under the Act to settle such differences, and the 
county court judge, on appeal from their award, have no right to 
enquire into the past history of the party-wall, but must have regard 
only to its existing condition. 

So held, affirming on that point an order of the Court of Appeal 
(1912, 3 A. B. 510), but varying the order made in other respects. 

Appeal ‘rom an order of the Court of Appeal reported (1912, 2 K. B. 
510, 10 L. G. R. 884). The order in question was made in an appeal 
from one of two awards given by surveyors in two references under 
the London Building Act, 1894, upon certain differences with regard to 
a party-wall separating No. 14 and No. 15, Chelsea Embankment. In 
the reference which formed the subject-matter of this appeal Miss 
Minturn was the plaintiff and building owner, and Sir John Wolfe 
Barry, the freeholder of No. 15, was the defendant and adjoining 
owner. 

Lord Parker, whose judgment was concurred in by Lord Halsbury, 
Lord Loreburn, and Lord Atkinson, in giving judgment, said this 
litigation had been singularly unfortunate. The respondent served 
notice on the appellant that she proposed to execute various works in 








connection with this wall, which was permeated with damp. The 
tribunal awarded that the party-wall was not so defective or out of 
repair as to necessitate any work under a party structure notice. In 


other words, the respondent had no right to do the work she proposed 
to do. Her appeal to the county court was dismissed. The Divisional 
Court, however, allowed her appeal, and remitted the matter back to 
the county court, Bankes, J., expressing the opinion that it was open 
to the tribunal to say that, having regard to the previous history and 
user of the wall, no work should be permitted on the adjoining owner’s 
side of the wall, if effective, though, perhaps, less effective work 
could be done on the building owner’s side. That dictum had refer- 
ence to a contention raised in argument that the wall, having been 
originally a perfectly effective garden wall, and the defect complained 
of being due entirely to the action of the respondent’s predecessor in 
title, who had utilised the wall for some additional buildings, no work 
should be allowed on the appellant’s side of the wall. His lordship 
thought that dictum was erroneous. At the second hearing in the 
county court both parties were allowed to call evidence, and from the 
award made the respondent appealed to the Divisional Court, on the 
ground (1) that the judge was wrong in holding that he could have 
regard to the previous history and user of the party-wall, and (2) that 
the work directed did not amount to “repairing and making good 

within the meaning of the Act. The appeal to the Divisional Court 
being dismissed, the respondent appealed to the Court of Appeal on 
the same two grounds. With regard to (1) the court rejected the 
contention of the appellant that this ground was not open to the re- 
spondent, and decided that the county court judge ought not to have 
had regard to the previous history and user of the wall, and accord- 
ingly again remitted the matter to the county court. In his lordship’s 
opinion there was considerable doubt whether, having regard to Smith 
v. Baker (1891, A. C. 95), and to what took place before the county 
court judge, the first ground of appeal was really open to the respondent 
at all, but he was not prepared, as it wae unnecessary, to decide that 
point. The Court of Appeal did not deal with the second ground of 
appeal. Against the order directing the third hearing in the county 
court this appeal was brought. Their lordships were of opinion that 
the order of the Court of Appeal should be varied (1) by striking out 
the clause remitting the case, (2) by directing that the respondent be at 
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liberty at her own expense to insert a damp course from her side, 
having regard to section 90, subsection 3, of the Act. Each party to 
pay their own costs in the county court, but the respondent to pay the 
costs of the appellant in the Divisional Court and Court of Appeal. 
The appellant was also entitled to the costs of the appeal to thie House. — 
Counset, for the appellant, Sir Robert Arno K.C., Buckmaster, 
K.C., and &. C. Bliss; for the respondent, Upjohn, K.C., Danckwerts, 
h.C., and Cecil Walsh. Soxicrrors, Hopgood & Dowsons; Reid 
Sharman & White. 
[Reported by Ersxive Rerp, Barrister at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


THE TYNE TEES SHIPPING CO. (LIM.) ». WHITLOCK. No. 1. 
8th July. 


Workmen's Compensation—Review or WeekLy PayMeNT—WoORKMAN’S 
Recovery—‘‘ Ir aNy Question Antses ’’—SeTTLEMENT OF ANY MATTER 
sy ARBITRATION—Liserty TO AppLy—WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION 
Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58), s. 1 (3), Scnep. I. (16)—WorkMmeEn’s 
Compensation Rures, Rr. 8 (1), (2), 9, Form 5. 


A workman met with an accident, and an agreement was recorded 
under which he was in receipt of a weekly payment, without any pro- 
ceedings having been taken. The employers, believing that he had 
completely recovered, filed an application pursuant to Form 5 of Appen- 
diz B, asking for a review and termination of the weekly payment. 
The workman contended that the county court judge had no jurisdic 
tion, because no question or dispute had arisen between the parties. 

Held, that the right to review was not dependent upon the existence 
of a question or dispute between the parties, and that rule 8 (1) must 
be read subject to this exception, which was implied by Form 5. 





Appeal of the employers (the applicants) from an award of the 
county court judge at Whitechapel. A workman employed as a 
stevedore met with an accident arising out of and in the course of his 
employment, and made a claim for compensation, which was not dis 
puted. A memorandum of agreement for the payment of half-wages 
was duly recorded, and compensation paid for some time, when the 
employers, believing the incapacity had terminated, obtained a medical 
report upon his condition, which was to the effect that he was per- 
fectly well, and able to resume work. The employers thereupon filed 
an application under Schedule I. (16) for a review of the weekly 
payment with a view to its termination, using the form prescribed 
by Form 5 of Appendix B. The workman contended that no question 
as to the amount or duration of compensation had arisen between the 
parties, as no previous notice of the intended application had been 
given to him, and he had not been asked whether he admitted or 
disputed the allegation that he had recovered from his incapacity, and 
therefore that the county court judge had no jurisdiction to enter 
tain the application. He relied on section 1 (3) and Rule 8 (1). The 
learned judge upheld this contention and dismissed the application, 
and the employers appealed. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he confessed he was surprised at 
the question which had been argued. The policy of the Act was not 
that the workman should at any moment have the right to take any 
matter into court, but the jurisdiction presupposed a question to be 
arbitrated upon and decided—a question relating to liability, or amount 
or duration of compensation. Here the employers said that the right 
to compensation had gone by. What was fhe effect of an award or 
recorded agreement under the Act? It was an award of so much a 
week as compensation, it being inherent in the award that there should 
be liberty to apply for a review. He was confirmed in this on looking 
at the rules. Rule 8 carried section 1 (3) no further, but simply 
required that a request for arbitration should state precisely the ques- 
tion which had arisen. Rule 9 (which his lordship read) made the 
matter even clearer. Referring to the forms in use under the Act, 
Form 5 made no provision for stating the question which had arisen, 
and was unique in this respect. If the argument on the part of the 
respondent was sound, then Form 5 was ultra vires and invalid. 
There had been a dispute between the parties, but it was settled by 
agreement, subject to liberty to apply for a review of the compensation 


agreed on. With great respect to the learned judge, the appeal must 
be allowed. 


was not a matter which had to be eettled by arbitration within the 

meaning of section 1 (3), and Swryren Eapy, L.J., who observed that 

the right to review was given equally to both parties, delivered judg- 

ment to the same effect.—Covnset, A. J. David, K.C., and Samuel: 

C. Doughty. Sortcrrors, J. Scott Duckers; Rotterell and Roche. 7 
[Reported by H. Laworony Lewis, Barrister-at law.) 


JOHN BRINSMEAD & GONS (LIM.) ». E.G. STANLEY BRINSMBAD 
AND OTHERS. No. 2, 22nd July. 


T'rape Name—Passinc-orr Action—BrinsMEAD Pranos—Ricut to Use 
Own Name tn ABSENCE OF ANY EviIpENcE or D1sHONESTY. 

The defendant, E. G. Stanley Brinemead, was a cousin of the founder 

of the well-known firm of gano manufacturers, John Brinsmead d&: Son 

(Limited). He put his mame on certain pianos made by himself. Ina few 


cases his name on the pianos was made use of by dealers to pass off his 





pianos as pianos made by John Brinsmead & Sons (Limited). There 
was no evidence that the defendant had acted dishonestly. _ 

Held, that the defendant could not be restrained at the instance of 
John Brinsmead & Sons from putting his own name on the pianos made 
by himself, although the fact of his doing so might bring him some 
advantage in connection with the sale of pianos made by him, in con- 
sequence of his surname being the same as that of the aintiff firm. 

Decision of Warrington, J. (57 Sot. Journ. 322) a rmed. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs, John Brinsmead & Sons (Limited), the well- 
known piano manufacturers, from a judgment of Warrington, J., in 
favour of the defendant, E. G. Stanley Brinsmead. The detendant was 
a cousin of the founder of the plaintiff firm, and he for many years 
had manufactured and sold a useful cheap piano, the wholesale price of 
which was about £9. Some of these pianos were sold by Messrs. Wad- 
dington & Sons (Limited), of York, and it was alleged that they had 
passed off the defendant's pianos as pianos manufactured by the firm 
of John Brinsmead & Sons (Limited). The result of the action was 
that the learned judge granted an injunction against the defendants, 
Waddington & Sons (Limited), in the form in which they had expressed 
their willingness to submit to an injunction, and an order that they 
should pay the costs of the plaintifis up to the date of their offer to 
submit, except so far as they had been increased by the allegation of 
conspiracy. ‘The plaintiffs must pay the last-mentioned costs, and the 
costs of the defendants Waddington & Sons (Limited), since the offer, 
and there would be a set-off. The action as against E. G. Stanley 
Brinsmead was dismissed with costs. John Brinsmead & Sons (Limited) 
appealed, and asked for an injunction against the defendant, 
E. G. Stanley Brinsmead. 

VauGcHan Wittias, L.J., said he agreed with Warrington, J. That 
learned judge was satisfied that the defendant had not been guilty of 
fraud or of any dishonest intention. Fraud had been committed, but 
there was no evidence that the fraud was the result of the defendant's 
name being on the pianos, or to the pianos’ similarity in get-up to the 
plaintiffs’ pianos. The appeal would therefore be dismissed. 

Bucktey, L.J., thought that the way the defendant had put his 
name on the pianos was a ground for suspicion, but he did not think 
that the case went beyond suspicion. He could not find that the use of 
the name alone was the factor which enabled the deception to be carried 
out. He thought that the case was near the line, but on the evidence 
as it stood he was of opinion that the plaintiffs had failed to establish 
“* passing off ’’ on the part of the defendant. 

Hamitton, L.J., agreed that the appeal failed.—Counsext for the 
appellants, Younger, K.C., and Austen-Cartmell; for the respondent, 
Cave, K.C., and Ashton Cross. Soticrtors, Walter Maskell d- Nisbet, 
Lea & Lea. 

(Reported by ERSKINE REID, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


CASEY v. HUMPHRIES. No. 1. 


WorkMEN’s CoOMPENSATION—INJURY TO WoRKWOMAN—DANGEROUS 
EmMPLOYMENT—LaxitTy IN ENFORCING RULES FoR PROTECTION— 
** Serious anp Witrut Misconpuct’’—AVAILABILITy OF MISCONDUCT 
AS Derence—WoRKMEN’s CompEeNSATION Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 58) 
s. 1 (2). 

A girl of fourteen, employed in bottling aerated water, was injured 
in her hand and arm by the explosion of a bottle. By regulations made 
under the Factory Acts all bottlers were required to wear gauntlets as 
a protection, and such gauntlets were provided by the employer, who 
personally insisted, as far as possible, on their being used. The injured 
girl was not wearing any gauntlet at the time of the accident, and 
there was evidence that the forewoman, whose duty it was to see that 
she did, was lax in enforcing the regulations. The county court judge 
held that, having regard to such loxity, the defence of serious and 
wilful misconduct was not available to the employer. 

Held, that this was a finding that the injury was not attributable 
to the serious and wilful misconduct of the girl, and that the award in 
her favour was right. 

Appeal of the employer from an award of the county court judge at 
Marylebone, Middlesex. The applicant was a girl, aged fourteen, who 
was employed at the time of the accident in bottling aerated waters. 
By regulations made under the Factory and Workshop Acts, 1891 and 
1895, which were posted up in the works, and which the county court 
judge found had been brought to the applicant’s notice, though she 


3rd July. 


oe | swore she knew nothing about them, all bottlers were required to wear 
Kewnepy, L..J., who was of opinion that an application for a review | ' 


gauntlets, made of canvas and leather, and extending to the elbow, on 


| both arms, and such gauntlets were provided by the employer, who was 





strict in enforcing the regulations. The applicant was wearing a glove 
on her left hand only, and no gauntlets, when a bottle she had just 
filled exploded in the bottling machine, and her right hand and arm 
were cut by broken glass. There was evidence that the forewoman, 
who was required to see that the regulations were obeyed, was lax 
in enforcing them, unless she knew or believed that the employer was 
near at hand, when she would say : ‘‘ Now, mind you get the gauntlets 
on; the governor’s coming.”’ There was also evidence that the appli- 
cant and the other girls in the respondent’s employment disliked 
having to wear gauntlets in the winter, owing to their keeping the 
arms always wet and cold. The employer set up the defence of serious 
and wilful misconduct, but the county court judge held that, having 
regard to the failure to observe and enforce the regulations on the 
part of the forewoman, this defence was not available, and awarded 
in favour of the applicant. The employer appealed, and contended 
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that the award found that the applicant had been guilty of serious 
and wilful misconduct. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the case was a very difficult one, 
and his opinion had varied more than once in the course of the argu- 
ment; but, on the whole, he had come to the conclusion that the 
award of the county court judge could not be disturbed. The point 
was whether the evidence had established not merely misconduct, but 
serious and wilful misconduct. If the decision of the county court 
judge meant this, that there had been serious and wilful misconduct, 

ut that owing to the failure on the part of the forewoman, or the 
employer, to see that the regulations were enforced, it could not be 
regarded as misconduct, then his lordship could not agree. It was 
difficult to see what more the employer could have done, than he 
did, to enforce these regulations, and if that were so he would not 
be prejudiced by the laxity of the forewoman. But the decision did 
not necessarily amount to that. It was for the county court judge 
to find that the misconduct of the girl had been both serious and 
wilful. It was possible to define ‘“‘ wilful,’’ but to attempt an abstract 
definition of ‘‘ serious’’ was practically impossible; it was a question 
of fact in every case, and the court must consider the rules and their 
object, and the probable result of an infraction of them, and other 
surrounding circumstances. In the present case the rule was solely 
for the protection of the girl herself, as other people were protected 
by a screen. Without saying that no infraction of a rule could be serious, 
unless it involved danger to other persons, the fact that it did was 
one of the circumstances to be considered. It was her left hand, which 
she used for removing the bottles from the machine, that was chiefly 
endangered; but the bottle happened to burst and a piece of glass 
to strike her right hand, when it might have struck her face or body 
quite as easily. The age of the girl must also be considered; what 
might be wilful misconduct in an older person would not necessarily 
amount to such in her case. The court ought not to interfere with 
the award of the learned judge, and his finding was not a finding that 
the injury was attributable to the serious and wilful misconduct of 
the applicant. The appeal, therefore, would be dismissed. 

Kennepy and Swinren Eapy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect.—Counset, A. Neilson; Martin O’Connor. Soticrrors, 
William Webb & Sons; F. John Stewart. 

[Reported by H. Laweranp Lawie, Barrister-atLaw.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Ke THOMAS JOHNSON’S SETTLED ESTATES. Eve, J. 2nd July. 


Serrtep Lanp—Furtore anp ConpiT10naL Trust ror SALe—TENANT FOR 
Lire AND Sore TrustezE—TRustTeEe FoR Purposes or ACT—PoOWER TO 
Give Recerwrs—Setrtep Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s 
16 (ii.). 

A scle trustee with a conditional trust for sale, who is also tenant for 
life of the settled estates, is a trustee for the purposes of the Settled 
Lands Acts, and is entitled to receive and give a good discharge for the 
re. money of any part of the settled estate sold by him as tenant 

or itfe. 

This was an adjourned summons asking whether the applicant as 
trustee for the time being of the will was a trustee under such will 
for the purposes-of the Settled Land Acts, and whether upon the true 
construction of the will a sole trustee for the purpose of the Settled 
Land Acts was entitled to receive and give a good discharge for the 
pone money of any part of the settled estate sold by the tenant for 
ife under the will. By his will made in January, 1878, the testator, 
Thomas Johnson, appointed Daniel Johnson and Elizabeth Johnson to 
be executors and trustees, and declared that all trusts and powers re- 
posed and vested in his trustees might be exercised by the survivor of 
them or other the trustees or trustee for the time being of that his will, 
and the testator gave, devised and bequeathed all his real estate to his 
trustees, their heirs and assigns upon trust to let the same as therein 
mentioned, and he directed his said trustees to stand possessed of the 
net rents and income arising from such real estate in trust for J. E. 
Hazelton for life, and from and after his decease, in case there should 
be any children of his living at his decease, upon trust to sell and con- 
vert the said real estate into money, and to stand possessed of the pro- 
ceeds of such sale upon trust for such of the said children, and in such 
proportions, as the said J. E. Hazelton should by will appoint, and in 
default of such appointment in trust for all the children of the said 
J. E. Hazelton in equal shares, and in case there should be no such 
child or children living at the death of the said J. E. Hazelton then 
the testator gave and devised his real estate unto the said Daniel John- 
son and Elizabeth Johnson, their heirs, executors, administrators and 
assigns absolutely. The testator died in 1880, and the will was proved 
by both the executors. J. E. Hazelton purchased the contingent shares 
of both the trustees, and was himself duly appointed a trustee of the 
will. Both the original trustees were dead, leaving J. E. Hazelton the 
sole trustee, who never had any children. He desired to sell part of 
the settled estate, and took out this summons ez parte to clear the title. 

Eve, J. : With regard to the first question, I am of opinion that the 
applicant is a trustee for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. The 
case falls within sub-section (ii.) of section 16 of the Settled Land Act, 
1890, which provides that trustees with a future trust for sale are 
trustees for the purposes of the Act, whether the trust takes effect in 
all events or not. With regard to the second point, the applicant, who 





LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
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REVERSIONS PURCHASED. | ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 


Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Offices. 
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is sole trustee and also tenant for life, seeks as sole trustee to sell part 
of the settled estate and to give a good discharge for the purchase 
money. As the Master of the Rolls pointed out in Re Davies and 
Kent’s Contract (1910, 2 Ch. 35), the appointment is undesirable, but 
nevertheless it is not invalid. Having regard to sub-section (ii.) of 
section 16 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, and to the fact that the will 
authorizes the trust for sale to be exercised by one trustee, and having 
regard to the decision in Re Garnett Orme and Hargreaves’ Contract 
(25 Ch. D. 595), I can only answer the question in one way—that is, by 
saying that the applicant can give a good discharge for the purchase 
money.—CounsEL, 7’. L. Wilkinson. Soticrrors, Oldman, Cornwall, & 
Co., for A. R. Ollard & Son, Wisbech. 


[Reported by 8. E. Writ1Ms, Barrister-at- Law.) 


HEWSON AND OTHERS v. SHELLEY. Astbury, J. 17th July. 


PRropate—Supposep INTESTACY—GRANT OF LETTERS OF ADMINISTRATION 
—Sa.e or LAND By ADMINISTRATRIX—SUBSEQUENT DISCOVERY OF A 
Witt—App.ication To Ser Asipe SALE—INVALIDITY OF PURCHASER’S 
Tirte—Lanp Transfer Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 65), ss. 1, 2, & 
24—Court or Prospate Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77). 


A man died in 1899 and no will was discovered, and letters of 
administration were granted to his widow, who in 1902 sold thereunder 
certain freehold property and invested one-third of the proceeds of sale 
thereof as dower, and divided the remainder among his heirs. On 
the death of the widow her husband’s will was discovered by which he 
had bequeathed the said freehold property to her for life, and afterwards 
to his cousin. The letters of administration having been revoked, and 
probate of the will granted to the executors thereof, and an action 
commenced by them against the purchaser of the said property to set 
aside the sale, 

Held, that the sale, not having been for the purpose of paying estate 
duty, debts or legacies, must be set aside on the plaintiffs’ undertaking 
to hand over the dower fund in exchange for the title deeds. 


This was an action by executors of a newly-discovered will claiming 
to have a sale made by a properly constituted administratrix of lands 
which had been disposed of by the will set aside. On the 30th of 
January, 1599, G. F. Hewson, the owner in fee of the Ovington Glebe 
Estate, died without issue, and apparently intestate, and, on the 13th 
of June, 1899, letters of administration were granted to his widow. On 
the 3lst day of May, 1900, the estate (less four acres already sold) 
was offered for sale ‘‘ by order of the administratrix,’’ subject to certain 
particulars and conditions of sale. The auction was abortive, but by a 
contract dated the 25rd of August, 1902, embodying the same particu- 
lars and conditions, the administratrix agreed to sell the property to the 
defendant Shelley for £3,500. .By a conveyance dated the 13th of 
October, 1902, the administratrix ‘‘ as personal representative of the 
said G. F. Hewson, deceased, by virtue of the powers conferred on 
her by the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and of every other power in this 
behalf her enabling and also in her individual capacity as to all estate 
or interests therein (if any) so vested in her,’’ conveyed the property 
tu the purchaser, who at once took possession. The administratrix died 
on the 2nd of September, 1911, and on the 11th of November, 1911, in 
zoing through her papers her executor found a holograph will of G. F. 
iewson, which had slipped down between the back and shelves of 
certain pigeon-holes in a desk or bureau in which G. F. Hewson had 
apparently placed it. By this will, dated the 24th of April, 1894, the 
testator bequeathed the Ovington Glebe Estate in trust for his wife for 
life, and after her death to the plaintiff, George Hewson, on certain 
conditions therein mentioned. He appointed the plaintiffs, his wife and 
another person who renounced, executors. On the 9th of February, 
1912, the letters of administration were revoked, and probate was 
granted to the plaintiffs. On the 19th of January, 1913, the plaintiffs, 
as executors, brought this action against the purchaser and his mort- 
gagees for possession, and an account of rents and profits. The tenant 
of the property was originally joined, but was struck out by consent. 
Counsel for the defendants relied, ister alia, on the sale by the de facto 
administratrix, which they were not only entitled but bound to assume 
was made in the due course of administration, and which they con- 
tended was in fact so made. The accounts and the evidence, however, 
shewed that all debts and duties had been properly paid prior to March, 
1900, and that the sale was merely made for the purpose of division 
between the widow and co-heiresses, though the purchaser was, of 
course, quite unaware of this. One-third of the net proceeds of this 
sale had been invested in Consols, to provide dower for the widow’s 
life, and the residue was divided between the co-heiresses. The dower 
fund was still intact, and the plaintiffs offered to transfer this fund to 
the purchaser in exchange for the title deeds. 
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Astsury, J., after st: stating ng the facts, said: This is a very complex 


point. I have consulted many authorities, of which the following are | 


the most important : Graysbrook v. Fox (1565, 1 Plowd. 275), Avram 


v. Cunningham (1677, 2 Lev. 182, 1 Vent. 303, and Freeman K. B. | 
445), Boxall v. Boxall (1884, 27 Ch. D. 220), Ellis v. Ellis (1905, 1 Ch. | 


615, 617), Rolle’s Abridgment (1668), at p. 919, Wentworth’s Office of 
Executors (1720), p. 48, Williams on Executors, 10th ed., p. 461, Ingpen 
on Executors, p. 141, and Halsbury’s Laws of England, vol. 14, p. 216, 
and I have come to the conclusion that, as the will appointed executors 
in whom the property vested like a chattel real at the testator’s death 
under the Land Transfer Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 65), ss. 1 and 24, 
the grant of administration was void a6 initio, and the supposed admin 
istratrix could confer no title as administratrix, and having regard to 
section 2 of that Act, and the decision in the case of Jn re Pawley and 
the London & Provincial (1900, 1 Ch. 58), she could convey no title 
as one of several executors. There is nothing in the Court of Probate 
Act, 1857, ss. 75, 77, 78, or in the Stamp Act, 1815 (55 Geo. 3, c. 184), 
s. 37, or in the Finance Act, 1694 (58 & 59 Vict. c. 30), s. 8, sub-section 
4; s. 9, sub-section 5, or Jn the Goods of Pryse (1904, P. 301) (deciding 
that administration dates back to the death) to assist the purchaser in 
the present case. It is contended that as the grant of administration 
was made by a competent court, and the purchaser was bound to accept 
it, and could not inquire as to debts, he was protected : Allen v. Dundas 
(1789, 3 T. R. 125), Prosser v. Wagner (1856, 1 C. B. (N.S.) 289), | 
Oceanic Steam Navigation Co. v. Sutherberry (1880, 16 Ch. D. 236, | 
244), Solomon v. Attenborough (1912, 1 Ch. 451, 455); but in view of | 
the decisions as to the grant being void ab initio, 1 cannot accede to 
that argument. It is also said that as the estate was being farmed at 
a loss, and the administratrix was liable for a few small land charge 
instalments which the testator had covenanted to pay, and for the 
expenses of the abortive auction, the sale must be regarded as made 
in due course of administration within the exception in Graysbrook v. 
Fox (supra). But the eale in reality, though not in form, was made on 
behalf of the widow and co-heiresses personally, and not for the purpose 
of paying debts or duties. In addition to this, the exception referred 
to in the dictum or opinion in Grayshrook v. Fox (supra), so far as it 
could stand with the decision, must be based on the doctrine of subro 
gation in respect of sums which the executors, as such, would have been 
compellable to pay, and as the administration was void ab initio no 
legal estate passed by the sale. Cases as to grants of administration 
limited tiil the will was found, such as Jn the Goods of Campbell (1829, 
2 Hagg. 555) and Jn the Goods of Wright (1893, P. 21), are of little 
assistance, as the present grant was not in that form. The observa 
tions of Lord Redesdale, L.C., in the argument in Dowe v. Blake (1804, 
2 Sch. and Lef., 321, 237) to the effect that the old cases could 
scarcely be supported on principle, and that the administration is void 
only as a protection to the executor, but in no other sense, were 
addressed to the special question before him—viz., how far the executor 
was liable for the administrator’s acts. The dictum of Richards, B., in 
Errington v. Rorke (1857, 6 Tr. C. L. 279, 316) cannot modify reettled 
English law. In Craster v. Thomas (1909, 2 Ch. 348) there were English 
executors, but there were no executors in [ndia, where the fraudulent 
grant of administration was obtained. Neville, J., accepted the English 
decisions, but decided the case on the Indian law. The same remark 
applied to Dehendra Nath Dutt v. Administrator-General of Bengal 
(1908, L. R. 35, Ind. App. 109), an action on the administration bond 
in the above case. There were no executors in India, so that the admin 
istration was not void ab initio. In the result the action succeeds. The 
plaintiffs will recover possession on handing over the dower fund in 
exchange for the title deeds, and there will be an account of rents 
and profits from the widow's death, with liberty to apply. The de- 
fendants must pay the costs of the action. I grant a stay of execution | 
pending an appeal, provided that notice of appeal is given before the | | 
a of the sittings. Counset, /ion. Frank Russell, K.C., and Arnold | 
Herhert: N. Micklem, K.C., and Wilfred Hunt; EF. P. He witt, K.C., 
and H. S. Preston. Sorscrrors, Hedges & Davis; Withall & Withall; 
Bellord & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrieterat-Law.] 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


July 29.—THomas Gopwin CHANCE. 

July 29.—Horatio Peers Lyte, 1, Queen’s-square, Bath. 
July 29.—Henry Rosrnson. 

July 29.—Rosert Henry Rusurortu. 

July 29.—Davip THompson. 


Solicitors Ordered to be Suspended. 
July 29.—MatrHew Epwarps Witriams, Winchester House, Old 
Broad-street, E.C., ordered to be suspended for two years. 
July 30.—CHARL es ARTHUR BENJAMIN Barttett, Bell-chambers, Bank- 
street, Sheffield, ordered to be suspended for twelve months. 
July BW. —Epwarp Tuomas Davin, Bridgend and Porthcawl, Glam., 
ordered to be suspended for two jears. 


In the cases of Henry Robinson and David Thompson, since no 
addresses are given and the surnames are common, it is proper to note 
that Henry Robinson was convicted at Winc chester Aesizes on the 6th 
of February, 1913, and David Thompson at Manchester Agsizes on the 
2ist of April, 1913. We may suggest that it should be stated in court 
where the solicitors dealt with last practised, so as to avoid possibility 


of error. 
New Orders, &c. 


Judicature Acts, 1873-1911. 
Rutes or tHe Supreme Court. 


Poor Persons Rules. 

The following provisional Rule is published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act, 1893 :— 

It being thought necessary to postpone until next year the operation 
of the above Rules, the following provisional Rule has been prepared : 

Rule 52 of the Rules of the Supreme Court (Poor Persons) shall be 
read as if the words ‘‘ 1st day of January, 1914,’ were substituted for 
the words ‘‘ 12th day of October, 1913.” 

This Rule is declared urgent. 

Copies may be obtained on application at the Lord Chancellor's 
Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 

Lord Chancellor's Office, 

July 28, 1913. 














Societies. 
The Law Society. 


ATTENDANCES ON THE COUNCIL AND COMMITTEES (EXCLUDING THE 
Discietine Commuttet), June, 1912, tro Jung, 1913, 
INCLUSIVE. 


Name. Council. Committees. Total. 

The Hon. W. B. L. Barrington... a ond a eka 32 
Mr. J. J. D. Botterrell —... jes 2... cance 41 
» oJ. W. Budd wi hi es oe Oe ie 39 
» iL. B. Carslake ... # bi ae: bd cx 23 
», A. H. Coley a tig as ee a ae 22 
» CuA. Coward ... ans AS me on . 45 
Sir Homewood Crawford ... a Oe . tr | 37 
Mr. A. Davenport... bet on  - ae 66 
» W. Dawes ae bas tus = ee 59 
» R. W. Dibdin ... ees - Sl t.... 70 

W. Dowson on ane nal 3S... ' = 70 
o> = Billet ... um a ja . . a 54 
» W. H. Foster... ae in a ou 29 





A NEW DEPARTURE IN FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 


The form of Policy now issued by the ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE is up to 
date in every respect, and offers MANY ENTIRELY NEW AND ATIRACTIVE 
ADVANTAGES. 

Restrictive clauses hitherto appearing in all Fidelity Policies have been omitted, and 
the Po'icy is free from all conditions likely to lead to misunderstanding or dispute. 

All Fraud or Di-honesty committed during the currency of the Policy is covered 
WHETHFR DISCOVERED BEFORE OR AFTER THE POLICY CEASES TO 
BE IN FORCE. ; 

The Insured is not liable to pay the costa of an nnsnccessful prosecution. 

These extended benefits have been granted WITHOUT ANY ADVANCE IN THE 
PREMIUMS, which have always compared favourably with those charged by other 
first-class Offices. 





LEGAL AND GOVERNMENT BONDS. 

The Corporation is empowered t»o grant Bonds to all Departments of HIS 
MAJESTY'3 GOVERNMENT, the BANKRUPTCY COURTS, and the COURTS OF 
JUSTICE, 

CONTINGENCY INSURANCE. 

Bonds of Indemnity are also issued in connection with MISSING DOCUMENTS, 
DEFECTIVE TITLES, and many other CONTINGENCIES. 

Bonds are issued with the NECESSARY PROMPTITUDE, and minimum terms are 
quoted to SOLICITORS, who are invited to communicate with the Corporation at the 
Head Office or any of the Branch Offices, 





ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
(Incorporated by Royal Charter, A.D. 1720.) 


FIRE — LIFE — SEA — ANNUITIES - EMPLOVERS LIABILITY— PERSONAL ACCIDENT—BURGLARY —FIDELITY GUARANTEE — 
PLATE GLASS-MOTOR CAR-—BOILER—LIFT AND MACHINERY—TRUSTEE AND EXECUTORS OF WILLS. 


Total Assets exceed £6,500,000. 


Total Claims Paid exceed £50,000,000. 


HEAD OrFIcE: Royal Exchange, London, E.C. 
LAW CouRTS BRANCH: 29 and 30, High Holborn, W.C. 


Wrst END BRANCH: 44, Pall Mall, 6.W. 
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fact that Mr. John Dix had been appointed Clerk of the Peace for the 


Council. Committees, Total. 
16 ... 26 .. 42 county in succession to the late Sir Richard Nicholson. 


- Name, 
Sir E. H. Fraser 


ae. a —_ ay we = ea 3 - = The Geneva Court of Justice decided, on the 25rd ult., that it is 

* & Goin i = op 33 See 89 competent to grant a divorce to British subjects domiciled at Geneva, 
28 toe és ae 31 48 79 basing its decision on Article 56 of the Swiss Civil Code. This Code, 
a W Hills y- ee me il 9 ; 13 whi h came into force on the lst of January, 1912, permits divorce for 
Ww . ite: - ~ 10 3 8 infidelity, threatening life, ill-treatment or gross insult, the commission 

sit H y Toh ys — ee , of an infamous crime or dishonourable change of life, malicious 

lle Tear ae ae sida si 23 33. 61 desertion, and lunacy which shall have lasted for three years and has 

mg i gd seas “oe oe 7 . : , been declared incurable by an expert. 

yg F. Marshall ” wh a pao 7 4 ; 11 The Croydon Corporation has decided, when next it _approaches 

_ P. H. Martineau 6 aie 28 25 : 53 Parliament, to seek powers whereby a service of municipal motor- 

J. F. Milne iv ite 6 2 | 8 omnibuses may be run under its own jurisdiction. It is not intended 

. GC. H. Morton = 20 8 is 28 | that the omnibuses, if sanctioned, should supersede the tramcars 

R.C. Nesbitt ... pe ie 31 30 | 61 already owned and run by the Corporation, but merely that a joint 
te .. 7%; ~ 12 7. 19 service should be at the disposal of passengers by means of which the 

a A. C Peake 7 7% = 15 4 19 whole of the Croydon area may be covered. 

.. K. E. Peck i i ae 10 ” 15 | Mr. Walter Reed, of Hull, writing to the Times of the 29th ult., on 
Sir A. K. Rollit ies nies a 8 ae 9 the subject of Juries and Costs, says :—The discussion before Mr. 
Mr. C. L. Samson (President) ... 33 59 92 Justice Darling on the question of costs raises a point of great interest 

», W. A. Sharpe... oe is 33 69 102 and importance. It has long, | think, been a well-settled rule that 

2. W. Sis... ibs fee ie - 13 | costs are in the absolute discretion of the judge, and that the jury 

R. S. Taylor... ith ii 322. 29 | 61 | have no concern therewith. I acted for the plaintiff in an action by 
W. Trower (Vice-President) ... he a... «119 | a passenger against a railway company claiming damages for slander, 
W. M. Walters ... sh i 7 4 |. 51 | assault, and false imprisonment. Mr. Justice Day, who heard the case, 

» RM Welford. R85 | ERT Attemed into court and asked his loedship ‘what amount of 

T: *rval, “e e« O cou! ane aSkKe< s ords Bir: ‘ 0 » 

» W. H. Winterbotham si 25... 57... ve | damages would carry High Court costs. The judge very properly 
oe ae ee informed the jury that the question of costs was for him, and refused 

ee | to give any assistance which would help the jury to give the plaintiff 

Mr. C. E. Barry (Bristol) ... ~ _ 10 18 | the costs, which they evidently intended he should have. Eventually 
,» E. Bramley (Sheffield) ... a 9 2 11 | they found for the plaintiff, with £10 damages. As the claims for 
R. 8S. Cleaver (Liverpool) . 12 5 17 | aseault and false imprisonment were triable in the county court, these 

» T. Eggar (Brighton) ... = _ 13 34 | damages only carried county court costs. We applied for High Court 
Sir C. FE. Longmore (Hertford) . y); aa 51 | costs, but the judge refused to interfere. 

Mr. J. W. Martin (Reading) : ae as 12 The great French Bank, the Crédit Lyonnais, says the Paris Corre- 

»» W. H. Norton (Manchester) ... ae 1 9 spondent of the 7'imes, is celebrating the 50th anniversary of its foun- 

», R. A. Pinsent (Birmingham) ... Be vs 13 31 dation at Lyons by the late M. Henri Germain, in 1863. The first 

” H. Temverley (Sunderland)... es 2 9 | branch office in Paris, now the central office, was established in the 

» N. A. E. Way (Chester) bis i 3 11 following year, and has grown into a vast edifice, with one of its 


— — fronts on the Boulevard des Italiens and another on the Rue du Quatre 





Septembre. The history of the great Bank is a record of remarkable 


" commercial foresight and prudence. The way in which the Bank 
Legal News. passed through the crisis of the war of 1870, without the slightest 
i . . ° | embarrassment, is well known. The assets of the Bank were realized 
Changes of Partnership. to an extent which enabled it easily to meet the drain upon its 


resources in Paris, and an agency was established in London in order 
to place its surplus resources in safety. In the course of a few weeks 
the withdrawals of deposits amounted to £1,600,000. The prudent 
policy of the Bank enabled it to profit by the revival of industry and 
[Gazette, July 25. commerce after the war, and left it unaffected by the financial crisis 
Epwarp Precy Cawstox and Tuomas Raten Pius 'P Ni 1382. It has now many branches abroad and in Algeria, the total 
solicitors (Cawston, Price, & Co.), No. oS, Gemiibacenes. ts th clin number of its agencies being 377. The number of depositors and of 
of London, and at No. 147, High-street, Southampton. May 10. | Sones aoceenie SAGES Sy eee 
[Gazadte, July 29. aad : F 
- Wuy Pay Rent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
G from the Scottish TEMPERANCE Lire AssuRANcE Co. (Limitep). Repay- 
zeneral. ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside,*E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 


Dissolutions, 


Henry Tizard Grorce and Francts Epwin Apsortt,. solicitors 
(Tizard George & Abbott), Weymouth, in the county of Dorset. June 30. 








Mr. Robert Ellett, of Cirencester, a former President of the Law 
Society, ne estate of the gross value of £17,912, of which £16,606 is 
net personalty. M 

At the usual quarterly meeting of the justices for the county of The Property . art. 
London, held at the Sessions House, Clerkenwell, on the 25th ult., a Forthcoming Auction Sale. 
resolution was passed, on the motion of Mr. Henry Clarke, seconded 
by Colonel Webb, expressing the justices’ great satisfaction at the 








Augnat 7.—Mersars, H, E. Foster & Cranr ecp, at the Mart, at 2: Absolute Rever- 
tions, Debentures, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 


stort. Messrs. HOWLAND & CO., sptiiiébre 


Valuers, Rating Surveyors and Auctioneers, 


M4KE A 8PECIALITY-OF THE 


SALE AND VALUATION 


HOTELS, RESTAURANTS, CLUBS, PRIVATE HOTELS, HYDROPATHIC AND 
BOARDING ESTABLISHMENTS throughout the United Kingdom and Abroad. 
VALUATIONS for Transfer; Loans on Se -urity of Mortgage or Debenture Issue; Arbitration and Compensation 
Cases; Assessment Appeals; Probate and Succession Duty; Fire Loss Claims; Partnership and Company purposes. 

BUSINESSES INVESTIGATED. BUSINESSES MANAGED. 


Offices: 4, BLOOMSBURY STREET, W.C. (One door trom New Oxford Street.) 
Telephone Nos.: GERRARD 723 and 724. Trunk Calls only : REGENT 2590. Telegrams: ‘‘ DOMICILE, WESTCENT, LONDON.” 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Locrep rm Omawoner. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, July 25. 


Brockett & Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard 
at the Town Hall, Barnet, Aug 12. W. W. Penn Gaskell, 214, Bishopsgate, solor for 
the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six 
o'clock in the a!ternoon of Aug 11 

Bruce & STILL, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Benjamin Cookeon, 
6, Castle st, Liverpool. Layton & Co, Liverpool, solors for the liquidator. 

Cc. 0. L. B. SynpicaTr, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to send their 
names and addresses,an the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Samuel Coley 
Toynbee, 70, Park In, Clissold Park, liquidator. 

CHILIAN EASTERN CENTRAL RatLway Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented 
July 22, directed to be heard Oct 14. Hennen & Co, 1, Quality ct, Chancery In, svlors 
for the petor. Notice of apnearing must reach the above named not later than six 
o'clock in the afternoon of Oct 13. 

DONKIN Brotaers, Lrp. (In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Absy (Chapman & Co), Barrington st, South Shields, liquidator. 

Hotme & Kino, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. William Leach 
Jackson, 51, North John st, Liverpool. Layton & Co, Liverpool, so‘ors for the 
liquidator. 

HoTELS ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Harry Meredith, 208, Gresham House, Old Broad st, liquidator. 

JOHN TATTERSFIELD & Sons, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept. 1, to 
send their names and address -s, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Thomas Howard, 16. Piccadilly, Bradford. Iveson & Co, Heckmondwike, solors for 
the liquidator. 

LLANARTH PERMANENT Money Socrety, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented July 14, 
directed to be heard at the Town Hall, Newport, on Aug. 7. Le Brasseur & Co., 
Gloucester chmbrs, Newport, Mon, solors for the petors. Notice of appraring must 
reach the above named not later than six o'clo:k in the afternoon of Aug. 6. 

MARKS PICTURE PaLaces, Lrv. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)--Creditors are re yuired, on 
or before Aug 8, to send their nanes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Samuel Taylor, 1, Booth »t, Manchester Mellor, Manchester, solor for 
the liquidator. 

Mivers Lamp E.ecrric Lientine Co, Ltp. (tN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, or or before Aug 11, to send iu their names and addresses, and the par- 
tieulars of their debts or claims, to James Blakey, 42, Spring gdns, Manchester 
Wrigley & Co, Oldham, solors to the liquidator. 

NEW GUAYAQUIL LAND Co, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATON)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their devts 

* or claims, to David L. Honeyman, 18, St Swithin’s In, liquidator. 

Viscose SYNDICATE, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 6, to send their 
names and addresses and the part'culars of their debts or claims, to Oliver Mason, 
“Semreh " Works, Pembroke rd, Bromley, Kent, liquidator 

WALKER & MEIMARACHI, LtD—Creditors are roquired, on or before Aug 28, to send 
their names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
William Wicks and Sir William Barclay Pest, 317-319, Winchester House, Old 
Broad st, liquidators 

Woop SyNpICATR, Ltp.(IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION.--Creditors are required, on or 
before Au “1 to send their names. and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, t» W. Davie Burlirson, Branch av, Batley, liquidator 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


INDUSTRIAL PERMANENT MoNEY Society.—Petn for winding-up, presented July 23, 
directed to be heard at the Law Courts, Lombard st West, West Bromwich, Aug 6 
Frank Chapman, 185, High st, Smethwick, solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of Aug 5. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TuEspay, July 29. 
CASTARA ESTATES, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, to send their names 


and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry William Hall, 
42, Old Broad st, liquidator. 


Enon INVESTMENT AND TRADING Co, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION), AND IN THE 





MATTeR OF CHARLES MAXFIELD, DeckaSED.—Creditors are required, on or bef re 
Oct 21, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Charlesworth Whitham, 38, Weliclose mount, Leeds. A. E. Bromehead Soulby, 
Malton, Yorkshire, solor for the liquidator. 

Ovex For. Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 30, to send in thelr 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles William- 
son Milne, 3 and 56, Crown ct, Old Broa: st, liquidator. 

SoUTH WALES Brewery, Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David | 
Roberts, 19, Heathfield st, Swansea, liquidator. 








Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. ' 


London Gazette—Fripay, July 25. 
SOILER SCALERS, LTD. 
TRANSOONTINENTAL CONSTRUCTION AND CONTRACTS CORPORATION, LTD. 
BK. D. K. Co, Lrp. 
EmMPIRe PusLicity, Lrp 
GAWTHORPE & PILKINGTOY, LTD, 
EASTERN EXPLORATION, Lrp. 
VISCOSE SYNDICATK, LTD. 
SPENBROOK MANUFACTURING Co., Lrp. 
LINCOLN AND LINDSEY BANKING Co., Lrp. 
WALKER & MEIMARACHI, LTD. 
GERMAN AFRICAN TIN, Lrp. 
CANNING & WILDBLOoD, LtD. (Reconstruction). 
Cc. 0. L. B. SYNDICATE, Lp. 
THE CHAFFERS GOLD MINIn@ Co, LtD. (Recon.truction). 
NEW GUAYAQUIL Lasp Co, LTD. 
STAR LAUNDRY Co, Ltp. — 
Lion Ling, Lrp. 
LIPSCANI SYNDICATE, LTD. 





London Gazette—TURSDAz, July 29. 


BRITISH COLUMBIA PHa@NIX SYNDICATE, LTD. i 
DROMEDARY DEVELOPMENT CO, LTD. . > 
GENERAL SHARE GUARANTER CORPORATION, Lrp. 

SUTHERLAND GOLD MINES, LTD. 

Line & Co, Ltp. 

W. T. Smita, Lrp. 

LONDON AND SOUTH AMERICAN COMMERCIAL Co, LTD. 

M. F. S. SyNpIcaTR, Ltp. 

EAST CHESHIRE LIGHT RAILWAY SYNDICATE, LTD, 

AEROSCOPE Co, LTD. 

British Lacquer Co, LTD. 

Prestwice & Burt, Lp. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ctarm. 
London Gazette,—Famar, July 25. 


Enxestnert, Cartes, Tonbridge, Stockbroker Oct 13 Katzenstein v Engelbert 
Joyce, J Hartcup & Davis, Surrey st, Strand 

Hotpes, Aimer Mareusgrire, Queeo st, Mayfair Aug 17 Woolland and Another v 
Holden, Warrington and Sargant, JJ Messer, O.d Jewry chmbrs 


London Gasette.—Tussvar, July 29. 


Littimetox, Ex.uew Suma, King’s Norton, Worcester Oct 1 Tookey v Lillington, 
Joyce and Eve, JJ Atkins, Birmiagham 
Morais, Sir Jouw Henry, K.C.8.1., Queen’s gate Oct 7 Prioleau and Another v 
—_ = Others, Joyce and Eve, JJ Champernowne, Norfolk House, Victoria 
nbankment 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faripay, July 25. 


ARCHER, THOMAS LAUNCELOT, Vincent sq, Westminster, Physician Sept1 Yeilding & 
Co, Vinceat sq, Westminster 
BAMSEY, JOHN, Chadwell Heath, Essex Aug 31 Edell & Co, King st 
BaMseY, MARY ANN, Chadwell Heath, Eesex Aug 31 Edell & Co, King st 
CAPKON, — FREDERICK, Minehead, Somerset, Engineer Aug 30 Joyce & Co, 
ine 
CARROLL, THOMAS, Parkstone, Dorset July 31 Barton, Bournemouth 
Cask, ANN ELIZaBETH, Weymouth Sept 4 Wellbocne & Son, Duke st, Southwark 
UaSS, CHARLOTTE, Eccles, nr Mauchester, Draper Aug 26 Bowden, Manchester 
CooKCROFT, LEONORA Maky, Redhiil, Surrey Aug 31 Mather @ Dickinson, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
CoHEN, JULIA Moss, Finchley rd Sept 8 Russell & Arnholz, Great Winchester st 
Cousins, CHARLES, Tunbridge Wells Aug 26 Gower, funbridge Wells 
CRAIG, RICHARD MANIFOLD, Prince of Wales rd, Battersea Park Sep 1 Adams Bow ri 
CRAWHALL, J@sEPH, Brandsby, ar Easingwold, York Aug 31 Dees & Thompson, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
ELVIN, JoHN, Ipswich Aug 20 Kersey, Ipswich 
KLVIN, SARAH ANN, Ipswich Aug 20 Keisey, Ipswich 
FATTORINI, ANTONIO, Harrogate, Aug 24 Topham, Harrogate 
FLEET, THOMAS, Hollingbourne, Kent Aug 30 Bartlett & son, Bush In 
FosTEeR, EMILY JANE, Bata Sept 1 Soames & Thompsoa, Coleman st 
GIBSON, FRANCES ELIZABETH, likley Aug 26 Trotter & Cv, Bishop Auckland 
HAMBLEN, ELLEN SARAG, Slough, Berks Aug 30 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's Inn fields 
—— ISABELLA JANE, Slough, Berks Aug 30 Whatley & Son, Lincoin’s Inn 


elas 
HAYWARD, mews HYLToN, Claxton, Norfolk Aug 22 Copeman & Co, Loddon, 
k 


Norfo’ 

HEATON, HARRIET MaRy, Aberdeen park, Highbury Aug 30 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's 
Inn fields 

HELSHAM-JONES, MARY LITTLEDALE, The Holmwood, Surrey Sept 5 Collyer-Bristow 
& Co, Bedford row 

HILt, DANIRL, Watford Aug 25 Fielder & Co, Lincoln's Inn fields 

HoopER,y LAETITIA, Sevenoaks Sept 20 Stevens & Drayvon, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Hupsos, JoHN, Bramley, Leeds Aug 30 Peckover & Co, Leeds 

Hust, Colonel WILLIAM SHAPTER, Southsea Spt 1 Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, Porta- 


mouth 
HURLEY, JoHN, Bristol, General Merchant Sept29 Barry & Harris, Bristol 
KNIGHT, WiLLIAM HgNRY, Rochdale, Leather Currier Aug 80 Standring & Co, 


Rochdale 
Lxexs, HENRY, Didsbury, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturer Aug 30 Lord, Man- 
chester 
MANSON, ALEXANDER, Dames rd, Forest Gate Aug25 Hulbert & Co, Broad st bidgs 
Moon, Henay, Godaiming, Surrey, Architect Aug3v Capron & Sparkes, Guildford 
NAYLOR, ERNEST WARHAM, Sacramento, California, USA Aug 30 Meade-King & Co, 


Bristol 
| OATES, LUKE, ;Southowram, nr Brighouse, Yorks, Delver Aug 9 Richardson, Brig- 


hou-e 

PAINE, ISABELLA, Reigate Aug 30 Whatley & Son, Lincoln's inn fields 

PARKINS, SUSAN, Levenshulmwe, Manc..ester Aug 28 Crofton & Co, Manchester 

PEATE, JAN®, New Brighton, Waliasey, Chester Aug 30 Walker, Liverpool 

PENNY, Dr JOHN, Cockermouth, Cumberland Aug9 Hayton & Co, Ceckermoath 

PRATT, Henry, Kic werth Aug 23 Atkins, Rickmansworth 

PRITCHARD, Mary, Peachwintan, Bangor Sept 1 Jones Bangor 

QuUINBY, CHARLES JAMES, Hyde Park mams, Marylebone rd Sept 8 Coward & Co, 
Mincing In : 

REEVE, CLAUDE ERNEsT, Sutherland av, Maida Vale Sept 10 Worrell & Son, 
Coleman st 

ROBERTS, ELIZABETH, Leicester Aug 30 Toller & Co, Leicester 

ROBERTS, JOMN HENRY, Surrey, Insurance Clerk Aug 22 Tickle, Cheapside 

ROBERTS, LUCY \ARRIET, Kempston, Bedford Aug 12 Jessopp & Son, Bedford 

SHERWIN, JOSEPH,LOngton Aug 2 Warren & Co, Market 

SIMPSON, CHARLES, Ipswich Aug 20 Kersey, Ipswich 

SLACK, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Buxton, Solicitor 6 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

SMITH, RICHARD, Baru: , Joiner Sept 1 Newman & Bond 

SOUTHWOOD, ANN, Selby, Yorks Sept 16 Parker & Parker, Selby 


SPRING, SELINA ELLEN, Sudbury, Suffolk Aug6 Bates & Wells, Sudbury 

a = RUFUS SINCLAIR, Higher Broughton, Manchester Sept 6 Farrar & Co, 
anchester 

THOMPSON, ALLAN, Guildford Aug3l Maud, Guildford 

— CHARLES EDWARD, South Audley st Aug 23 Routh & Co, Southampton st, 
ooms 


TURNER, ROBERT JOHN, Ipswich, Dealer in Antiques Aug 20 Kersey, Ipswich 











Bal 
Bal 
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Walrtss, SELINA Marr, Glenparke rd, Forest Gate Sept1 Yeilding & Co, Vincent sq 
WALFORD. Rev CaaRL8s, Brighton Septi Lowe & Co, Temple gdns 

WaRD, EMMELINE, B be, Southampt Sept 1 Angell & Co, Gresham st 
WHEELEG, GeoRGE TENNANT, Rudolph rd, Kilburn Aug 30 Dell, Basinghall st 





London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 29. 


BaYLiss, ELI, Birmingham, Hardware Merchant’sClerk Sept 6 Locker, Birmingham 

BELL, Sir WILLIAM JAMES, JP, DL, LLD, St James's pi, Westminster Sept 1 Barrett, 
Leadechall st 

BLATHERWICK, JOHN, Chilwell, Notts Sept 1 Woodward, Nottingham 

—, a Southport, Mercantile Correspondent Sept 15 Hilditch, Man- 


BRADBURN, EMA, Wallasey Aug 31 Hosking, Liverpool 
BRAITHWAITE, SARAH JANE, Braithwell, Yorks Sept 6 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
BROOKE, HENRY CLAPHAM, Headingley, Leeds, Commercial Traveller Septs Harland 


ett, 
BURDEN, ROBERT Henry, Oxford st Aug 26 Edwin &Co, Trinity st, Southwark 
CLARKE, WILLIAM JosEePH, Langdon Park rd, Hornsey Aug 28 King, Ironmonger In 
CoLUMAN, Etrza OxtTosy, Gowlett rd, East Dulwich Aug 25 Batten & Co, Victoria st, 
Westminster 
CooPpgER, ROBERT, Hyde, Chester, Corn Merchant Aug 30 Garside & Co, Hyde 
CoPR, ‘Tuoxas a Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Tobacco Manufacturer Oct 31 Jones & 
ees, Liverp 
CowTon, THOMAS, Scarberough, Grocer S:pt 1 W & W 8S Drawbridge, Scarborough 
CREIGHTON, FITZMAURICE,SOuthampton Aug 30 Morris & Kristew, Bedford row 
CROSSLEY, FRANCES HANNAH, Portsdown rd, Maida Vale Aug 30 Thwaites « Thompson, 
Chancery In 
D1sss, MATILDA ELIZABETH, Brighton Aug 30 Westbrook, Brighton 
DOUGLAS, ALFRED ALLAN, Scarsdale vilias, Kensington, Barrister at Law Sept 20 
Slade, Queen Victoria st 
EWINGTON, JOSEPH, St Ann's Hill, Wandsworth, Licensed Victualler Sept 5 Loxley & 
Co, Cheapside 
— Normanton on Trent, Notts Auz 25 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark on 
ren 


Eyre, be any Normanton on Trent, Notts Aug 25 Hodgkinson & Beevor, Newark 
on Trent 
FoaT, STEPHEN, Margate Aug 30 Boys & Maughan, Margate 
| GARRATT, JOHN,|Ratchiffe On Soar, Notts, Farmer Aug 9 Simpson & Lee, Nottingham 
GILBERT, WILLIAM HENRY SAINSBURY, Queen st, Cheapside Aug 25 Cannon & Co, 
Norfolk House, Norfolk st 
GULLY, Commander HENRY LAWRENCE, Tichfield Common, Hants Aug 30 Russell & 
Co, Norfolk st 
HARDCASTLE, ANNE, Foulis ter, Onslow gdns Sept 14 Baileys & Co, Berners st 
| HENSHAW, SAMUEL ROwINSON, Liverpool, Plamber Sept 1 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
HgsTeR, THOMAS NOBLE, Canfield gdns, Hampstead Aug 30 Boys & Maughan, 
Margate 
MuDSWELL, Mary Grace, Leeds SeptS Harland & Plackett, Leeds 
JOHNSON, ONESIPHORUS, Ramsgate Aug 30 Gomm, Margate 
KEMP, ARTHUR HENRY, Manchester, Draper Sept4 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
KILWORTH, JOHN, Bruntingthorpe, Leicester, Blacksmith Aug 18 Harding & Barnett, 
Leicester 
LOVERING, ARTHUR BURRETT, Bodmin, Cornwall 
MorGAN, CHARLES EDWARD, Rolaad gdns, South Kensivgton 
Red Lion sq 
Moss, GEORGE WILLOUGHBY, Southport Aug 12 Brown & Co, Southport 
OLDHAM, LEONIE, Boscombe, Bournemouth sept 10 French & Haines, Boscombe 
PARRISH, MARTHA ANN, Queensbury,nr Bradford Aug 27 Elliott, Bradford 
a ~~ MARGARET ELIZABETH JANE, Blyth, Dawlish, Devon Sept 1 Clapp, 
ixeter 
PRESCOTT, COMPTON WILLIAM, Kidlington, Oxford, Commission Agent Aug 31 Ballard, 
Oxford 
| SMERDON, ARTHUR, Ringmore, nr Teignmouth, Gardener Sept 16 
| ham 
SmitTH, CLARA, Sheffield Aug 24 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
TRAILL, ALICE Mary, Richmond, Sur.ey Sept 2) Paines & Co, St Helen‘s pl 
VINCENT, LETITIA ELEANR, Holveach Sept 1 Mossop & Mossop, Holbeach 
WAREHAM, KLLEN ROSA,South Shields Aug 30 Scotc, South Shields 
WILLvvuGHBY, Hon PERCIVAL R ‘BERT AUGU:TUS, Kingston, Jamaica 
& Co, Arundel st 
WoAKES, EDWARD, Fareham, Hants 


Aug 30 James, Clement's inn 
Aug 31 Bridges & Co, 


Rigbey, Birming- 


Sept8 With ers 


Aug 16 Cooke & Sons, Luton 








NAYLOR, OLIVER, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Londen Gatzette.—FRipay, July 25, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BALCHIN, JAMES, Wisborouth Green, Sussex, Builder 
ton Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

BANT, SIMEON, Willenhall, Staffs, Draper Wolverhamp- 
ton PetJuly 21 Ord July 21 | 

Beere, GuorGx, Ferndale, Glam, Coal Miner Pontypridd | 
Pet July 21 Ord July »1 

BERENS, JOSEPH, Seaton Hirst, Northumberland, Plasterer 
Newcastle upon yne Pet July zz Ord July zz 

BUCKWORTH, RICHARD, Hallam st High Court 
Maril4 Ord July 2z | 

CHINKIN, BROTHERS, Leyton, Essex, Tobacconists High | 
Court Pet July 2 Ord July 22 

Cunpirr, F & Sons, Manchester, Leaded Light Makers 
Manchester Pet June10 Ord July 23 . 

Curtis, WILLIAM HOWLETT, Ilford, Essex, Greengrocer | 
Chelmsford Pet July 19 Pet July 22 |. Pet Jul 

Davies, JOHN James, Cly Vale, Glam, Colliery | WALKER, 
Timberman Pontypridu Pet July 21 Ord July 21 | 


PaGe, ELIZABETH JANE, 
Jane18 Ord July 23 


July 11 Ord July 21 
Merchant Bristol 


igh Cours Pet July 1 


Pet | 
facturer Rristol 


| Ord July 23 


, Carman High Court Ord July 19 
Dew, GEORGE, Grove rd, Brixton, Commission Agent | 
igh Court Pet Aprii2l Ord July 22 
Hewitt, FRANCIS JAMES, Knightsbridge, Boot Dealer | 
H Pet July 23 Ord July 23 


Court 
JouEs, JOHN, Ynismeudw, Glam, Colliery Labourer Neath | HENNESSY, PHILIP, Crawley, Sussex 


Pet July 22 Ord July 22 Ord Mar 23 Pet Feb 24 
KING, WILFRED NORMAN, Nuneaton, Ironfounder Coventry 
June 23 Ord July 22 

LEECH, MONTAGUE FREDERICK CHARLES, Canterbury, 
Tobacconist Canterbury Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

MACHIN, LE »NARD THOMAS PHIPps, Cotham, Bristol, Iron- 
monger Bristol Pet July 22 Ord July 2z 

MANDELBOM, MAEKS, Hoxton sq, Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet July 22 Pet July 22 


Aug 2 


MILIFFE, EDWARD. JOSEPH, Clerkenwell rd, Stationer 

High Court Pet July 23 Ord July 23 st, Pontypridd 
MuRDOCH, H CAMPBELL, Stepney High Court Pet May 1 

Ord July 23 ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 





Sheftield, 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

NICHOLLS, ALFRED JOHN, Yoyshir, Glam, Oil Merchant 
Pontypridd Pet July 21 Ord July 


PIDLER, SARAH JANE, Instow, 


PooLe, ARTHUR HENRY, Staple Hill, Gloacester, Coal 
Pet July 22 
a PHILLIPS, St Mark's sq, Dalston, Ladies’ Tailor 


Roeers, EBENEZER, Adelphi 
Pet June 30 Ord July z1 

| SMITH, FRANK, Loughborough, Barge Owner 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Smita, Tdomas, Bedminster, Bristol, Tarpaulin Maau- 

Pet July 21 

SPOKES, ALBERT HENRY, and HAR@LD ARTHUR SPOKES, x 
wy oe Pawnbrokers Birmingham Pet July 23 

y 


| STILL, CHARLES HENRY, Croydon, Cattle Dealer Croydon 
22 Ord July 22 

UIS REGINALv, Pontefract, Licensed Victu- 
aller Wakefield Pet July 21 


DgaR, GARIBALDIE JaMEs, Arundel yd, Westbourne rd, WILLIS, JOHN VICKERS, The Parade, Golder’s Green, 
Lis Y Ma - oe Decorator Barnet Pet July 18 Ord July 18 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED aND 
PELITION DISMISSED. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
BALCHIN, JAMES, Wisborough Green, Sussex, Builder 
at 12 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
BANT, SIMEON, Willenhall, Staffs, Draper 
if Rec, 36, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 
BEERE, GEORGE, Ferndale, Glam, Coal Miner 
1L.16 Res, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Vavherine 


BucKWORTH, RICHARD, Hallam st Aug 7 at 1 


Credit Draper Sheffield | Cyapwick,-JoHN, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Solicitor 
Aug 5 at 11 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

CHINKIN. Bros, (a firm), Leyton, Essex, Tobacconists 
Aug 7 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Davies, JOHN JAMES, Clydach Vale, Glam, Co liery 
Timberman Aug 6 at 12.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

DEAR, GARIBALDIE JaMEs, Westbourne rd, Islington, Car- 
man Aug 7at11.30 Bankruptcy bid.zs, Carey st 

Dew, GEorGE, Grove rd, Brixton, Commission Agent Aug 
7 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DURRANT, STANLEY UTTING, Kessingland, Suffolk, Draper 
Aug5 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

ENFIELD, EOWARD Dixon, Godmanchester, Hunts, Farmer 
Aug 5at2 The George Hotel, Huntingdon 

GRAINGER, FREDERICK COLLINS, Mayland, nr Maldon, 
Essex Augtat 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

HEWITT FRANCIS JAMES, Knightsbridge, Boot Dealer Aug 
6at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

JARVIS, AMELIA ELIZABETH, Farnborough, Hants 
56 at 11 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

LEECH, MONTAGUE FREDERICK CHARL&S, Canterbury, 
Tobacconist Aug 2 at 12 3A, Castle st, Canterbury 

LEES, JAMES, Higher Broughton, Salford, Ashbin Manu- 
facturer Aug 2 at 10.30 Of Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

MANDELBOM, MARKS, Hoxton sq, Cabinet Maker 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MASTERMAN, HORACE Percy, Berkhamsted, Herts, Draper 
Aug 6 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

MILIFFE, EDWARD JosEPH, Clerkenwell rd, Stationer Aug 
6 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

MILLAR, JOHN, Haverfordwest, Builder Aug 8 at 11.45 
Temperance Halli, Pembroke Dock 


21 


Blackpool Shrewsbury Pet 
Devon Barnstaple Pet 
Ord Jaly 2: 


Ord July 23 


ter, Strand High Court 


Leicester 


Ord July 21 


Aug 


Ord July 21 


Aug 7 


High Court Rec 
Rese & Vis July 11 


MurRbDocH, H CAMPBELL, Stepney Aug 6 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Aug 7 at 12 NICHOLLS, ALFRED JOHN, Ynishir, Glam, Oil Merchant 


Aug 6 at 11.45 Off tec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

PAGE, EUIZABETH JANE, Madeley, Salop Aug 9 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

PLEDGE, WALTER DanTEL, Ashford, Kent, Ca.tie Dealer 
Aug 2 at 11.30 684, Castle st, Canterbury 


Aug 6 at 


Bank- 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


22, MOoOoRnRGaTtTsm 


ESTABLISHED in 


SrEaaz=z, L.0NDLPDoOnm, 


4880. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages 
application. 


of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in oonnection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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PRIMHAK, PBILLIPS, St Mark's sq, Dalston, Ladies’ Tailor 
Angéatil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
QUIRK, PETER Ginson, Workington. Motuor 
Aug 6at 3.15 Court House, Workington 

ROGERS, EBENKZE*, Adelphi ter, Strand Aug 6 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: st 

SIMPSON, ALFRED ROBINSON, 
Aug 5 at 1130 Of Bec, 
Middlesbrough 

SMITH, FRANK, Loughborough, Barge Owner Aug 
1l Off Rec, 1, Berridve st, Leicester 

STILL, CHaRLts Henry, Croydon, Cattle Dealer Aug 5 at 
11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

THOMAS, ERNEST MAURIC#, Lhatham Aug 5at3 
High st, Rochester 

WALKER. LOUIS REGINALD, 
Victualler Aug 7 at 10.30 
Wakefield 

WILLIS, JonN Vickers, Golders Green, 
atl2 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 


Engineer 
at 12 


Dirlin ton, Fish Dealer 
Court chmbr-, ‘Albert rd, 


2 at 


Pontefract, 
Olf Rec, 21, 


York, Licensed 
Kins st 


Decorator Aug 6 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ASSERSOHN, BERNARD, and BsNJAMIN 
Finsbury pymt, Dealers in Fancy Guods 
Pet Maril Ord July 21 

BALCHIN, JAMES, Wishorough Green, 
brighton Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

SANT, SIMECN, Willenhall, Staffs, Drapec 
Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

BEERE. Geores, Ferndale, G'am, Coal 
pridd Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

SENNS, JOSEPH, Seaton Hirst, Northumberland. Plas 
terer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Juiy 22 Ord July 


ASSERS? HN, 
High Court 


Sussex, Builder 
’ 


Wolverhampt »n 


Miner Ponty- 


22 

Curtis, WILLIAM HOWLETT, 'iford, Essex, 
Chelmsford Pet July 19 Ord Ju'y 22 

DAY(S, JoHN, Swansea, Confectioner 
June 20 Ord July 1 

Davies, Joun JAMES, Clydach Va e, Glam, Colliery Timb-r- 
man Pontypridd Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

EvWARDS, HENRY CLAUDE, Wolverhampton, Estate Agent 
Wolverhampton Pet June 24 Ord July 21 

Evwakps. L P, High st, Wandsworth, Clothier Wands- 
worth Pet June 24 ‘rd July 22 

FAULKNER, ALBERT BROWN, Harrogate, Automobile 
Engineer York Pet July 17 Ord July 22 

FERGUSSON, ALFRED JAMES, Green st, Kethnal Green, 
Tobacco Dealer HighCourt PetJunel9 Ord July £2 

GOULDING, BENJAMIN, Great bastern st, Shoreditch, Fancy 
Goods Merchant H'gh Court Pet July 4 urd July 23 

Hewitt, Francis JAMES, Knightsbridge, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet July 23 Ori July 23 

HORRELL, JEREMIAH, Doughty st, Guildford st, 
House Keeper High Conrt Pet June 24 

Jones, JOHN, Ynismeudw, Glam, Colliery Labourer Neath 
pet July 22 Ord Ju'y 22 

LEECH, MONTAGUR FREDERICK CHARLES. Cant: rbury 
Tebadcouist Canterbury Pet July 22 Ord Jaiy 22 

MACHIN, LEONARD THOMAS Puipps, Cotham, Bristol Lron- 
monger Bristol Pet Joly 22 Ori July 22 

MACKAY, JOHN F, Charingcross High Court 
Ord July 23 

MANDELBOM, MARKS, Hoxton aq, 
Court Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

MAZZA, Motss, Aldermanbary, Shipper 
May 14 Ord July 23 

MiLirre, EDWARD Josern, Clerkenwell 
High Court Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

MURRAY, DAVID STANLEY, St Marv Axe, Traveller 
Court Pet June 17 Ord July 23 

NAYLOR, OLIVER, Sheffield, Credit Draper 
July 23 Ord July 23 

NICHOLLS, ALFRED JOHN, Ynyshir, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

OLVER, WILLIAM SLADE. Willesden In, Willesden, 
sulting Engineer High Court Pet May 2 
Jaly 23 

PooLe, ARTHUR Henry, Bristol, Coal Merchant Bristol 
Pet July 22 Ord July 5 22 

POWELL. VINCENT JOSEPH, Liverpool, 
Pet June iz Ord July 21 

Rosin, M, Wolverhampton, Furnisher 
Pet Jane 23 Ord July 21 

SMITH, THOMAs, Bedminster, Bristol, Tarpaulin Manu- 
facturer Bristol) Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

TANNETT- WALKER, ARTHUR TANNETT, Leeds Leeds Pet 
Aprils Ord July 23 

WALK&R, CHARLES, Coventry, Mining Contractor Coven- 
try Pet July 8 Ord July 22 


Greengrocer 


Swanea Pet 


Boarding 


Pet June 9 
Cabinet Maker High 
High Court Pet 
1d, Stationer 
High 
Sheffield Pet 


Oil Merchant 


Ord 


Dentist Liverpool | 


115, 


Ord July x3 | 


Con- | 


Wolverhampton | 


WALKER, LOUIS REGINALD, Pontefract, Yorks, Licensed 
| Victualler Wakefield 'Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
WATSON, ROBERT WILLIAM, Ripon, North- 
allerton Pet June 26 Ord July 23 
WILLIs, JOHN VICKERS, Golder’s Green, Decorator 
net Pet July 18 Ord July 18 


Farmer 


Bar- 


Amended Notice subs‘ ituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 18 :, 
TAYLOR, WILLIAM HERBERT, Risley, Derby, 
Derby Pet July i4 Ord July 14 


Engineer 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 22: 
RIOHARD, Bilston, Staffs, Baker 

Ord July 17 


BLOOMER, Wolver- 


hampton Pet July 17 


ADJUDICATION ANNULUED. 


LONSDALE, HERBERT, St Annes on the Sea, Lanc:, Print 
and Fent Merchant Manchester Adjud Feb 12, 1912 
Annul Jaly 15, 1913 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, RECEIVING ORDER 
RESCIND&D, AND PETITION DISMISSEv. 


JOLLIFFR, TOM ANDREW, Clarence Gate gdns, Baker st, 
High Court Rec Ord Nov 6, 1908 Pet July 6, 1908 
Adjud Nov 27,1908 Rese, Annul & Dis June 27, 1913 


London 4 azette.—Tourspay, July 29. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARAKELIAN, BEpROS, Buxton, Derby Preston Pet July 
24 Ord July 24 

BARRY, GEORGE, Fallowfield, Manchester, Forwarding 
Agent Manchester Pet Jul Ord July 25 

BELL, VAVID, Bishops Hull, Taunton, Cattle Dealer, 
Taunton Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

CARVER, JONAH HENRY, Roundhay, Leeds, Joiner Leeds 
Pet June 24 Ord July 25 

FREELEY, RONALD suemae, 
June 21 Ord July 2 

GARFORTH, SAMUEL, 


Dover High Court Pet 

Gene, Menston, Yorks, Licensed 
Hawker Leeds Pet July 25 Ord Jucy 25 

ULYN, CLAYTON L, Harlow, Essex, High Court 
June 27 Ord July 25 

GOODFELLOW, Ropert, Probus Mill, Probus, 
Miller Truro Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

KersHaw, J Gorpon, Hough Green, ur Widnes Liver- 
ol Pet June28 Ord July 26 

MATTHEWS, FRANK M, Waterloo pl, Financier High Court 
Pet Mar 28 Ord July 25 

MAXWELL, J T, Tunbridge Wells, Dealer in Oriental Goods 
Tunbridge Welis PetJuly 19 Ord July 24 

MILDENSTEIN, George ISAAC, Fairfield, Liverpool, Lo'g 
ing House Kecper Liverp.ol Pet July 24 Ord 
July 24 

REDFERN, 
prietor 


Pet 


Cornwall, 


HENRY JASPER, Manchester, Theatrical Pro- 
| Minchester Pet June 20 ord July 2 
| ROBINSON, «BRAHAM, High ost, Islington High Court 
Pet May «7 Ord July 24 
Ry#, ALFRED, Cambridge, Builder 
July 26 Ord July 25 
Scott, JoHN O, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Contractor 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Aprill4 Ord May 19 
SLEATH, JOHN FREDERICK Rick, Warwick, Boot , Dealer 
Warwick Pet May 13 Ord June 20 
SWAINSON, JOSEPH, Chorltoncum Hardy, La~es, Electrical 
Contractor Manchester Pet July 26 O.d July 26 
SYMONS, WILLIAM, Braunton, Devon, Outfitter Barnstaple 
Pet July24 Ord July 24 
THOMPSON, JCHN ERRINGTON, Stanwix, Carlisle, Currier 
Carlisle Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
WILLIAMS, JOHN, om Baker 
July % Ord July 25 
| WITTGREF¥B. ERNEST AUGUST, Kingston upon Hol, Com.- 
mercial med Kingston upon Hull Pet July 26 
Ord July 26 
Woop, J J (Male) Winchconbe, Glos, Agricultural Imple- 
ment Maker High Court Pet June 23 J ily% 
WoopHousk, THOMAS STEAD JAMES, Saint John st, 
Provision Dealer High Court Pet July 23 Ord July 
24 
Amended Notice substituted for that pane in the 
London Gazette of June 2 
HERBERT FREDERICK, aominen, 
Pet June 4 Ord June 10 


Cambrdze Pet 


Birmingham Pet 


REES, Hants 


mouth 


Porte- 
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Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrice: 


FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., EC. 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 
PLATE GLASS, 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 
A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


ANTHONY, ELIAS RICHARD, Cambridge, Baker Atg 6 at 
12 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

ARAKELIAN, Bepros, Buxton, Derby Aug 6 at 11 Off 
Ree, 13, *Winckley st, Preston 

BENNS, JosEPH, Seaton Hirst, Northumberland, Plas'erer 
‘ug 7atll Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 


Fitzroy, Fargate, Sheffield, Timber 
Merchant Aug 8 at12 Off Kec, Figtree In, Shefiield 

BULTEAUX & Co, Mincing In, Merchants Aug 12 at 1g 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DACK, JAMES FRANCIS, NOttiogham, Baker Aug 6 at 11 
Oif Ree, Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

FREELEY, RONALD THoMas, Dover Aug 8 at ll Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

GARFORTH, SAMUEL. Senr, Menston, Yorks, Licensed 
Hawker Aug 7atil Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

GLiyN, CLayTon L, Late Lamberts’ Sheering, Harlow, 
Kssex Aug 8 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HIND, SYDNEY BERNAKD, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Com- 
mercial Traveller Aug 8at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford 
row 

JOHNSON, FREDERICK THOMAS, Newnham, Cambridge, 
Electrical > = Aug 6at 11.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty 
Cury. Cambridge 

—_ JOHN, Ynismeudw, Glam, Colliery Labourer Aug 

at Off Rec, Government bigs, St Mary's st 


Tyae 
BIRCH, “GILBERT 


Suen Fea 

Jones, THOMAS, Llithfaen, Pwilheli, Carnarvon, Farmer 
Aug 7 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester , 

Macarin, Leonarp Tuomas Patpes,-Cotham, Bristol, 
Ironmonger Aug 6 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristo 

MaTTHEWS, FRANK M, Waterloo pl, Financier Aug 8 at 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MAXWELL, J T, Tunbridge Wells, Dealer in Oriental Goods 
Aug 6 at 12 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

NAYLOR, OLIVER, Sheffield, Credit Draper Aug 8 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In. Sheffield 

PIDLER, SARAH JANE, Fullincott, Instow, Devon, 
Aug 7 at 3.30 94, High st, Barnstaple 

POOLE, ARTHUR Herr, Staple Hill, Glos, Coal Merchant 
Ang 6 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

PResTOs, WILMER, Co'ne, Lancs, Furniture Dealer Aug 
6 at 10.45 Off Rec, 13, Winckiey st, Preston 

PuRDY, JoHN ROBERT, South Shore, Blackpool, Manager 
Aug 6 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Prestou 

ROBINSON, ABRAHAM, High et, Islington Aug 7 at 11 
bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

ScoTtT, Jonny O, ), Ne wcastie upon Tyne, Coal Contractor 
Aug 7 at 2 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 


Bristol, Tarnaulin Manu- 
Of Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


at 12.45 


Farmer 


yne 
SmitH, THOMAS, Bedmiaster, 
facturer Aug 6 at 11.45 
Br stol 
Spokes, ALBERT HENRY, and ARTHUR HAROLD SPOKEs. 
Birmingham, Pawnbrokers Aug 8 at 11.30 Rusain 
chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
WILLIAMS, Joun, Birmingham, Baker Aug 8 
Ruskin chmb’s, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Woop, J J, W inchcombe, los, Agricultural Implement 
Maker Aug 7ati2 Bankruptcy Lidgs, Carey st 
WoovHOUSE, THOMAS STEAD JAMES, 8t Jobn st, Seevtsten 
Dealer Aug 7 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARAKELIAN, BEDROS, Buxton, Derby Preston Pet July 
23 Ord July 24 

BELL, Davip, Bishop's Hull, os Cattle Dealer 
Taunton Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

CHINKIN, 18RAKL, Leyton, Essex, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet July 2 Ord July 24 

Drape, GAKIBALOIE JAMES, Arundel yd, Westbourne rd, 
Islington, Carman High Court Ord July 2% 

Dew, GEORGE, FREDERICK, Grove rd, Brixton, Commission 
Ageut High Court Pet a 21 Ord Juty 25 

GARFORTH, SAMUEL, -* Menston, Yorks, Licensed 
Hawker Leeds Pet July25 Ord July 25 

Grpss, ARTHUR WHITE, St Dunstan's fll High Court 
Pet April16é Ord July 25 

GOODFELLOW, ROBERT, Probus Mill, Probus, Cornwall, 
Miller Truro Pet July 24 Ord Jaly 24 

KInG, WILFRED NORMAN, Chilvers Coton, Nuneaton, 
Warwiek, Ironfounder Coventry Pet June 23 Ord 
July 26 

PAGE, ELIZABETH JANE, Biackpool, Butcher Shrewsbury 
Pet June 18 Ord July 26 

RYE, ALFRED, = Builder Cambridge Pet July 
2 Ord July 2 

STILL, CHARLES oon, Croydon, . oe Cattle Dealer 
Croydon Pet July 22 Urd July 25 

SWAINSON, JOSEPH, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs, Electrical 
Contractor Manchester Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Symons, WILLIAM, Braunton, Devon, Outfitter, Barnstaple 
Pet July 24 Ord Jaly 24 

THompson, JOHN ERRINGTON, Stanwir, Carlisle, Currier 
Carlisle vet July 26 Ord July 26 

VaILE, P A, Southampton st, Holborn, Journalist 
Court PetMayzl Ord July 24 

VAN DE PEOLE, GEORGES, Cossington, Leicester, Ho:se 
Agent Leicester Pet July9 Ord July 24 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
July 25 Ord July 2% 

Wrrrerery, Ernest Avuoust, Kingston upon Hull, 
Commercial Traveller Kingston upon Hull . Pet July 
26 Ord July 26 


Amended Notice substituted for that = in the 
London Gazette of 22ad J 
HermrichH, JOHN _—, Oxford, , Aa 
July 18 Ord July 1 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hopson, HAROLD, Southsea, Hants, Engineer Lieutenant 
Portsmouth Adjud Nov 10,1910 Aanul July 17, 1913 


at 12 


High 


Oxford Pet 
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